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INTRODUCTION 
The world has its social and racial difficulties, which are be-
wildering in their complexity. It has its industrial problems, which 
are equally baffling. But the most intricate problem of twentieth 
century civilization is that growing out of its international relatio~ 
ships. In a world which has become a great community of .human beings, 
how can the nations learn to live together in peace? How may war be 
abolished? Since 1496 B.C., in more than )000 years of recorded his-
tory, there have been scarcely more than 227 years of peace. Is there 
any possibility that an institution s~ firmly rooted as the war system 
will be stamped out by modern civilization? 
For centuries war has been a foremost problem. Today it is a 
menace to civilization itself. The world of the twentieth century 
is a world of increasingly intimate relationships. The nations, 
whether they like it or not, are being drawn into closer and closer 
contacts. Modern inventions have telescoped distances and revolution-
ized methods of communications, with the result that humanity, more 
than ever before, is being moulded into a unity. Such a situation is 
doubly significant. On the one hand, it affords an unprecedented 
opportunity for racial solidarity and international brotherhood. On 
the other, however, it presents unlimited possibilities of determined 
nationalistic antagonism and terrific world-wide warfare. The same 
progress which has transformed the earth into a neighborhood has opened 
the way for unneighborly friction and dissension. The advances of 
civilization that have made possible such enlarged opportunities for 
friendly cooperation and peace have also brought increased possibilities 
of discordant competition and war. 
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Since the dawn of the Christian era the war system and its evils 
have bean subject to attack by both individuals and groups, though at 
no time has there been a concerted movement among the nations to banish 
it from the earth. The years following the gorld War, however, have 
witnessed a vast increase in activity on the part of those working for 
world peace. Never before has there been such universal recognition 
of the vital necessity for removing the possibility of war. The form-
ation of the League of Nations and the World Court and the holding of 
international conferences for the promotion of peace and disarmament 
furnish some indication of what can be done by peoples acting through 
their national leaders. Similarly, the vigorous campaigns being waged 
by voluntary peace organizations throughout the world, together with 
the resolutions adopted by Church conferences, conventions, and synods, 
give evidence of a peace movement of wide dimensions. 
In the United States in 1925, for instance, there were nineteen 
organizations existing primarily to promote world peace. Of this 
total, eleven have been founded since 1914, while all but two were 
born in the twentieth century. These societies represent a total 
approximate membership of almost ten million people. In addition to 
these, there are in America eight organizations which work for peace 
through special committees*, and nine others engaged in activities 
which increase international good will.** Similar agencies are active 
. in England and certain European countries, and while they apparently 
have little influence in curbing military preparations on the part of· 
governments, their activity is a factor of growing significance in 
international relationships. 
* These organizations, including the Federal Council of Churches, may 
be said to represent almost thirty million people. 
** Including the Y.M.C.A.~ United Society of Christian Endeavor, ate. 
A study of the v~r problem and the peace movement, however, must go 
beyond the activities of political agencies and organized peace societies. 
At least one other force must be given careful consideration. That force 
is Christianity. 
The history of the Christian Church is the history of an organization 
which has been a powerful and decisive fac~or in the onward march of civil-
ization. After the fall of the Roman Empire it was Christianity that con-
quered heathenism and made possible the perpetuation of Greek and Roman 
culture. In modern history it is Christianity that has been largely re~ 
sponsible for the banishment of the institution of slavery and the practice 
of duelling. In short, wherever an evil has been recognized and removed, 
there may be traced the uplifting and purifying influ~nce of the Christian 
religion. In view of the important part which Christianity has played in 
all forward movements of the world's history, we may reasonably expect to 
find it exerting a dominant influence in the modern crusade for a warless 
world. This gives rise to an important qu~stion: Just what is the attitude 
tov~rd war of tne Christian Church today? vVhat position does Christianity 
take with regard to the war problem? 
The policy of an institution may often be reflected in the minds of 
its ieaders. We may ask, therefore, what is the attitude toward war of the 
Christian leaders in the world today? Since the present study must 
necessarily be confined to a limited group, ten American leaders have been 
selected. Because of this limitation, it should be understood at the out-
set that such an investigation can reveal little more than the attitudes of 
~men. While it may picture certain trends of thought, it will justify 
no certain conclusions concerning the position of the church as a whole. 
With two exceptions, the men have been chosen because of their 
position as recognized Christian leaders, irrespective of their known views 
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on the war question. Dr. Sherwood Eddy and Mr. Kirby Page were selected 
chiefly because the writer desired to make a thorough study of their 
pacifistic positions. Every effort has been made to give a correct in-
terpretation of each man's attitude. Conclusions have been based on 
four main sources of information: (t) direct personal testimony contained 
in letters from the men considered; (2) books, sermons, and pamphlets 
written and recommended by them; (3) books by other authors recomn1ended by 
the men considered as revealing their position; and (4) magazine articles 
and other material gathered from various sources. The investigation was 
greatly facilitated by the ready cooperation of the leaders whose attitudes 
were studied. Their letters provided complete lists of source material, 
and mz:my of the men indicated further interest by summarizing their 
positions. Needless to say, these personal statements have been of i~ 
measurable value in the endeavor to reach accurate conclusions. 
Throughout the following chapters, . special attention will be paid 
to the following phases of the attitudes studied: general position re-
garding war; reasons underlying this position; changes undergone in 
attitude between 19t4 and 1926; the influence or Christian principles; 
constructive programs advocated; and the part which Christianity is to 
play in the fulfilment of these measures. With these purposes clearly 
in mind, we are ready for a discussion of tne individual positions of 
the Christian leaders selected. To insure an accurate representation 
of each man's position, liberal use has been made of quotation, in 
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ac~;ordance with the principle laid down by Sainte-Beuve: ".Avec des 
. citations bien prises on trouverait dans chaque auteur son propre 
jug~ment." In this Vlay one may stand aside aud let each leader speak for 
himself. 
1. Quoted by Irving Babbitt, in nThe Masters of Modern French Cri'ticism", 
N.Y., Houghton Mifflin Co., 19 2} 
Chapter I 
S. Parkes Cadman 
ttHistory has · taught us that cannon and machine-guns 
are poor weapons against ideas and principles." 
---Ferdinand Ossendowski. 
Dr. Cadman's attitude toward war is governed largely by his views 
concerning the relation between Christianity and the State, and by his 
conception of the part which Christianity is to play in modern 
civilization. With him the war question is primarily a religious issue. 
Thus he treats it not as a separate theoretical contingency, but as a 
practical problem which must be dealt with by the Christian Church. 
While social and economic consideration al so have weigh~, his stand on 
disarmam~nt, compulsory military training, alLd other current questions 
of national and international importance has its primary origin in his 
belief that reliance on violence is incompatible with the Christian 
religion. 
"Although I am not a pacifist", says Dr. Cadman, "I admit that 
those who are have the reversion of the future. Meanwhile the white 
race may have committed hari-kari under the delusion of physical 
violence. Yet those who remember the words of Jesus, 'All they that 
take the sword shall perish by the sword', are certainly under no such 
delusion. Reliance in violence is suicidal, according to the highest 
authority you and I know. And not all the apparently statesmanlike 
utterances to the contrary can postpone that doom a single day. But ~ 
§. Christian and !l Churchman .l !YA forbidden to place ~ ensign above 
the Cross and what the Cross symbolizes. After it has been demon-
strated that war is too often futile and so destructive as to threaten 
the very life of our civilization, there looms before the conscience 
1 
of believing men and women this inhibition of their Lord." 
t. "Disarmament and World Peace", p.6 
.5 
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Here we have at once his position concerning war and the reasons 
underlying that position. War today means race-suicide; war is a de-
lusion, in that it fails to fulfil its ends; war m~ans the destruction 
of civilization. Dr. Ca~n recognizes all this, yet his primary 
reason for opposing war is that it is for the most part irreconcilable 
with the teachings of Jesus. In his estimation the supreme loyalty 
of the professing Christian is that to Christ, whose ensign must take 
precedence over all national emblems. 
It is significant, however, that Dr. Cadman does not take the 
absolutist position with regard to war. He draws a distinction between 
defensive and aggressive warfare, justifying the rormer as a Christian 
duty. "Personally, I amke a differentiation between wars of defense 
and those of aggression. Nor am I inclined to apologize for the 
policies followed by the fathers in 1776 and in the Civil War. We must 
not surrender our territory or our ideals as a nation to the brutalities 
1 
of an insolent invader.u A similar thought is echoed in "Christianity 
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and the State", from which these words may be quoted: "If offensive war 
is forced upon mankind by militant nations, the truly Christian powers 
will have to combine against them. This duty devolves upon English-
speaking States whose natural and acquired resources have an incon-
testable superiority over those of any other civilized countries. Such 
resources in th~ir advanced economic development are the first line of 
defense, yet the wars which needlessly destroy them break the States that 
wage them." Nevertheless, like many other Christian leaders, Dr. Cad-
man regards armed invasion by a fiendish foreign power as largely an 
academic qu~stion. "Such dread contingencies are remote, and the plea 
that armamen11s are the best protection against them is quite illogical 
and sophisticated.'·' 
1. '·'Disarmament and World Peace'-', p. 7 2. p.3} 
In the opinion. of Dr. Cadman, "the madness of needless war is 
traceable to the antagonism of two historic principles---the one Pagan, 
t 
the other Chris'tian--and both exclusive of each otll,er." War is 
characteristic of civilization on the pagan level, whereas the ideal of 
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a world ordered in terms of peace is a distinctively C~·istian contribution. 
In other words, the growing antipathy to war is part and parcel of the 
.evolutionary development or Christian civilization. War was not wrong or 
without its advantages, in the Pagan world, but it is entirely incompatible 
with the higher principles represented by Chris~ianity. The world has 
progressed to the point where the· institution of war can no longer be 
tolerated. 
"The primal contention of Paganismn, asserts Dr, Cadman, "was the 
righ~ of physical prowess to conquer, and to keep what it had conquered, 
Fi~ness to survive was the fitness or the fighting .ale; faith in force 
was evolved out or his aboriginal pugnacity. Everyone and everything 
paid tribute to the known ability for war. Upon it were based the 
imitative obedience of children, the subjection of women, the security 
of domestic life, and later, of the State. It received unquestioning 
support from religion, moral ideas and social customs. Even Jehovah 
was a man of war. , The bald assertion that it never was and never could 
be an agent of human progress is too extreme, Wars of an emancipating 
or defensive character should be carefully distinguished from those 
which are wantonly aggressive. Perhaps it may be said that those wars 
are moral in themselves which red~em conditions worse than themselves, 
The resistance to the rape of Belgium's neutrality is a capital instance 
of this kind of war, and our own Civil War may also be included in ~he 
same category. But (and here Dr. Cadman would draw the dividing line 
l.nChris'tianity and the Sta~e", pp.29-30. 
between Pagan and Christian principles) the impulse to combativeness 
has atta ined a perfection uf ways and means which jeopardizes the actual 
existence of civilization. The former sport of kings has become a game 
far too costly for nations. -Man's control over his natural environment 
has almost blotted out the survival values of \v.ar, or made them an 
eloquent propaganda for peace. We have to strive, not for the exterm-
ination of the combative instinct, but for its direction against the 
treacheries and passions that breed war, and on behalf of the righteous-
1 
ness without which a ~varless world would be a whitewashed world. u 
Here Dr. Cadman's argument savors somewhat of practical exped-
iency; that is, war must be abolished because its methods have beco~ 
too terrible for modern civilization to endure. In his opinion there 
have been righteous wars, wars that have served a good purpose, wars 
that ~ve redeemed t'conditions worse than themselves". But modern war-
fare is rapidly becoming the supreme horror, than which no condition ·-is 
worse. Hence it must be banned from civilized society. This element 
of expediency has undoubtedly exerted a powerful influence in the forma-
tion of Dr •. Cadman's conclusions, but the principles of Christianity 
remain the fundamental motivation for his position, as will be demon-
strated later. That the two arguments are closely related is apparent. 
War is Pagan, and therefore justifiable in a Pagan civilization; "need-
less" war is unchristian, and therefore incompatible with a Christian 
civilization. 
Dr. Cadman's essential atti~de toward war appears to have under-
gone no marked changes between 1914 and 1926. He supported America's 
part in the World War, evidently regarding it as a righteous war, in 
which it was necessary for ttthe truly Christian powers" to combit+e 
against a nmili tant nation". That he thought of the World War as one of 
t. "Christianity and ~he State", p.}O 
8 
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an emancipating character is shown in the above reference to the violation 
of Belgium's neutrality (p.7). We have no reasons to suppose, therefore, 
that his support of the areat War indicates a more favorable disposition 
toward aggressive war, or war in general, than that which he now holds~ 
it is probable, however, that the War served to strengthen his convictions 
regarding the whole problem, leading him to take a more aggressive attitude 
in recent years. 
Perhaps the phase of Dr. Cadman's position which has attracted most 
attention on the part of the general public is his opposition to com-
petitive armaments and compulsory military training. The rea son for this 
pronounced opposition is not hard to trace. ·~arnings against war are 
heard on all sides, and. its irreparable disasters are vividly portrayed. 
But too many politicians and statesmen and the majority of soldiers of 
high rank believe it to be inevitable •••••• A •• fanatical devotion to 
war at the risk of national and international well-being is rampant in 
certain groups. . . • Their contention is that forcible self-asse~tion 
is the one needful, concrete viutorious quality. War is life, and when 
the will to fight ceases, life ceases. Concord through justice is an 
.iridescent dream. Right and the freedom that right bestows are well 
enough for the individual, but they are only beguiling fanci es so far as 
in~ercourse of States is concerned. • • • These opinions imply the denial 
of an intelligible moral purpose in history. Those who hold .them maintain 
that sirice every form of civilization is of brief duration, a.rmed violence 
in the struggle for survival is the sole possible alternative. Th~ ver.y 
dead ar e invoked in behalf of th~ bomb and the bayonet which dismissed 
th~m out of life. Friends and foes who now rest together on the battle-
fi~lds or Europe and Asia, and in the depths of the sea, could they speak, 
would bid all peoples seek peace and pursue it. But the departed are ex-
ploited by responsible off icials of the State and by i~s citizens who 
still believe in retributive emotion, and in the efficaciousness of brute 
force. Th~ monstrous iniquity which robbed them of their youth is placed 
beneath the sanction of millions of the slain who cannot disown it from 
1 
their graves. 11 
"liotwithstanding the sufferings that war inflicted upon guilty and 
innocent alike, it has left peace exceeding~ precarious. The spirit of 
Nationalism has revived and there seems to be no exercise for it. Arm-
aments are being adapted to more deadly methods of confli~t. Dissensions 
prevail between the conquerors and the conquered •••• The combative 
instincts that produce war-mentality show few signs of abatem~nt in some 
leaders of public. opinion • • • • Christ obviously intended His law to 
prevail in human intercourse; but those who are infected by the virus of 
militarism, either construe that law under nullifying limitations, or 
openly disparage it. Their enemies have only to be sufficiently brutal 
to justify brutality everywhere, and thus release Christian peoples from 
2 
an obligation proclaimed by the Church as an essential of their faith.'• 
Dr. Cadman endeavors to refute these arguments of the so-called 
militarists, pointing out in the first place that ·~our institutions are 
not founded on military power but on civil author-ity." For this reason 
he holds, quoting two statements from President Coolidge, that "Any 
organization of men in the military service bent on inflaming the public 
mind for the purpose of forcing govermnent action through the pressure 
of public opinion is engaged in an exceedingly dangerous undertaking." 
Again, once nthe . m~litary power starts dictating to the civil authority 
4 
. . . the liberties of the country are beginning to end." 
Furth~rrnore, the fallacy of reliance in armaments has been de~ 
onstrated time after time in world history. uThe leading military powers 
of the world have repeatedly encountered defeat and disaster. Tempted 
by their material strength, they huve too often violated the principles 
1. "Christianity and the Staten, pp. 4-.5. 2. Ibid, pp }-4 
3 •. "Disarmament and World Peacett, p.3 4. Ibid, p.4 
tG 
1 t 
of reason and justice, and entered ways of dishonor, perfidy and reproach. 
Seemingly blind to the fact that in the long run peace and security~ 
the outcome of fair and upright dealing, th~se Powers have assum~d 
1 
dangerous attitudes and indorsed treach~rous policies." The Nemesis of 
this course of action was marked by the World War, "and its useless 
tragedies have everywhere emphasized the attachment of right-minded 
citizens to peace and also their detestation of active and competitive 
measures for war preparedness." 
Dr. Cadman's vigorous opposition to military training is best re-
2 
vealed in an address delivered in April, 1926. With regard to the 
Reserve Officer's Training Corps, he has this to say: 
'~hose who oppose it, as I do, contend that it ingrains in the 
mental and moral structure of our students the conviction that prepared-
ness for war and war itself are normal relations of nations, encourages 
belief in violence as the final resort in international differences and 
discourages the efforts now in process to settle guch differences by 
arbitration." 
"It also unconsciously produces in schools and colleges a mental 
attitude inimical to the ideals of world justice and world peace for 
which we went into the World War. Nor does our country need guch an 
extraordinary measure. It enjoys the enormous advantages I have mention-
ed of man power and economic power beyond calculation. If, nevertheless, 
it needs an expansion of its military rorces let this be gained by other 
means than this Act* prescribes. In brief, take the War Department out 
of the public schools of the United Sta tes and keep it out. It is unvnse 
and in the real sense unpatriotic to introduce in these schools the very 
things we denounced so bitterly in our adversa~i~s of 1918." 
Dr. Cadman apparently takes· the same position regarding military 
1. "Disarmament and World Peace", pp.4-.5 2. Ibid- the above part of 
which is also quoted in the "Chris .,ian Century••, JVfay 6, 1926 ,p • .5.5 t. 
* The National Defense Act, approved June 3,1916, and amended June .5,1920 
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t r aining in other nations than the United States, as shown in a statement 
issued in July, 1926, where he attempts to correct wrong interpretations 
of his position: ni regard the implanting of militaristic -ideas, spirit 
and assumptions in adolescent youth as a calamity in every land. V~t 
the youth of the world supremely need is correct history, a true insight 
into international ques~ions and relations, and the highest type of moral 
development. These can hardly be given by the ordinary military officer, 
whose educati.on has fitted him for military service, and not for the teach-
ing of unbiased history, ethics or international relations. 
nr am not a pacifist. I do not believe it practicable for any single 
nation to disarm alone. The United States must maintain its a~ and navy 
on an efficien~ basis. But this should be done on a basis free from effort 
to militar ize the youth of the land. Compulsory military training in 
civilian institutions, whether in the United Sta·~;;es, Japan or elsewhere, 
inevitably conflicts with sound ideals and pedagogic principles of 
1 
education. " 
We are now ready to consider what Dr. Cadman regards as the solution 
to the problem of war, and here it is that his conception of the function 
2 
of Christianity comes clearly to the fore. '"Aggressive war", he asserts, 
nis universally conceded to be the worst diabolism that terrifies mankind. 
Its outrages and monstrosities exceed nearly all others combined . . . . 
It is a parasitical pursuit, yet it absorbs all other pursuits. It -is an 
avoidable wickedness, yet it obtains in all lanas, in all seas, and in the 
skies above. Its futility as an arbitrative method is notorious, yet 
preparations for its persist.n Such denunciations are often heard, but 
he repeats them because "men cannot easily be indoctrinated with a suf-
f'ici ent hatred of' war.n War, in his estimation, nis likely to continue 
1. Newspaper dispatch, Washington, July 14, 1926, quoted from 
"The Daily Newstt, Cumberland, Md., Jul y 15,1926. 
2. "Christianity and the State'', pp. 2:8-29. 
until nations renounce the beH~f' th.ct.t other nations can be r egarded as 
either ami~able or hostile. Amicability or hostility are not the last 
words of an international philosophy • • • Many a sk why wars are waged 
ei 'ther for f'ritmds or against foes; why they should survive the far no.bler 
i mperatives of civilized beings? •••• 1fust brave hearts and yo~uag lives 
remain at battle's cruel behest , leaving sterile man's love of li t e and 
woman's entreaties for compassion1 
Dr. Cadman is unhesitant in answering this puzzling ques~ion. In his 
opinion, the world up to the present has placed its reliance in polit-
ical organization, and the political State as such is incapabl~ of coping 
wivh crucial international situations. It can establish lin~s of guidance 
and support international lav~ulness and order, but it is limited by 
empirica l remedies, and often governed by fortuitous circumstance. "No 
political organiza'tion can create in individuals or in society that 
surrender to the eternal Will which is the source of earthly justice and 
tranquility •••• No administration can lift human nature above itself, 
1 
or submit its rebellious qualities to the divine law. " 
Militarism has been so firmly intrenched that the world has failed 
to recognize the one tool by which war can be abolished, even though that 
tool has been with us for almost two milenniums. To the ·question, What 
is the solution to the problem of war? Dr. Cadman would reply in one 
word--- Christianity. "For the • • • solution of these problems mankind 
wil l have to turn to the Evangel of God, lodged for the past t wo thousand 
years in the ageless citadel of armed conflict. A religion that condemns 
violence and. substitutes for it race fellowship can be no other than the 
irreconcilable foe of physical supremacy. Christianity's dramatic chal-
lenge of Pagan m~litarism has not been fully rea lized by peoples accus-
tomed to it a s the oldest of despotisms. They are practically unaware of 
l. nChristianity and the State"' . p. } l 
the incipient deliverance already accomplished for them. It seems too 
good to be true that war has encountered a power to which it must lower 
its crest. Yet from the day of Christ's birth the boasted might of the 
gods of battle began to wane • • • • Despite official Christianity's 
14 
humiliating concessions to Paganism, the spirit and teaching of its Founder 
have slowly .undermined war's frowning battlements, adorned though they are 
by the votive offering of all nations. The antagonism of Christianity 
would have been far more pronounced but for the wretched complacency of 
t 
professedly Christian States." 
Citing several modern assemblies in gupport of his sta tement, Dr. 
Cadman holds that the modern world is beginning to recognize this an-
tagonism. "An utter loathing of war actuates many of the best minds of 
the age. They view it, not as a recurrent biological necessity, nor as 
a sort of Malthusian scheme for relieving the earth of its superfluous 
population, but as the worst entail of racial barbarism. • • • Nations 
will have to choose between legal or conciliar adjudications of their 
justiciable disputes, and their eventual displacement as civilized and 
2 
civilizing States. n "I have every confidence that the present state 
of international affairs and the widespread ~vils of our nominally 
Christian civilization have but to be clearly apprehended for the peoples 
j 
who have to bear the brunt of war preparedness to put an end to it." 
Here Dr. Cadman enters a plea for internationalism, not a type that 
would suppress national rights, but an internationalism based on an ex-
tension of the patriotic instinct. "It (the patriotic instinct) can be 
made the nucleus for more inclusive and benevolent associations. It is 
the first business of the Christian Church to transform it, as a nucleus, 
into an actual and living center for peace. Granting that the undertaking 
1. nchristianity and the Staten, pp.}.t-32. 2. Ibid., p.32 
3.uDisarmament aud World Peace", p • .5. 
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has risks, and that total disarmament might defeat 1 ts object, sw:ely 
proportionate disarmament, according to the growth of comity among nations, 
1 
increases the likelihood of peace as power organized in justice. t~ 
"The will to peace is with us, but it is a long way from paramountcy. 
The bickerings of competitive trade, or disputes about valuable natural 
products, spheres of influence, concessions, and territorial privileges 
I 
have weakened that will •• .. . Concerted action, such as was suggested 
by Dr. J. H. Jowet~, and is now embodied in 'The World Alliance for 
Promoting International Friendship tlu·ough 1 th~:: Chm·ches', must be in-
creased in stringency and extent. It should be completely organized and 
its policies made known if the unclean will to conquer is not again to 
defile Christendom. Zealous inten~ions against that will are en~irely 
insufficient unless they are consolidated in strategic action. The 
right o1· the Chris~ian Church to summon nations to a truce of God was 
splendidly exercised by the Medieval Pontiffs •••• At all times, and 
in all places, it is our bounden duty to leaven world-socit:ty with the 
lcnowl~dge that not insensible weapons, but corrupted hearts, are the 
2 
burden of the issue between war and peace." It is clear that Dr. Cad-
Jll:;l.n regar ds the Ch:L'istian Church as the agency through which will come 
the end or ·'1the desolations of Godless Nationalism.u In his opinion; 
war can never be ended by legal, political means, unless the ever-
increasing influence of Christianity has first changed men's hearts, and 
thereby made possible the successful functioning of political agencies. 
The League of Nations, the World ~ourt, and the Outlawry or War are 
doomed to failure unless they are founded on world comity and brother-
hood crea~ed through world-wide acceptance of the teachings of Christ. 
l."Christianity and the State". p.33 2. Ibid, p.34 
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~his is the challenge which Dr. Cadman flings out to the Protestant 
churches of the world: "The imperative duty of Protestantism is world 
peace •••• There can be no moral or spiritual growth till the causes 
of war are abolished by a united Christian consciousness. All Churches 
should organize and act for this end. They are in honor bound to proceed 
against the 'peace of violence' which is based on aramaments ••• They 
should require the political authorities of their respective nations to 
define and codify international law; and by its means make covenants which 
substitute arbitration for combat in the disputes of Christian nations. 
Peace and war are primarily states of mind, and until now, peace h~s been 
prostituted for the continuance of war. The disruption of Europe's 
economic lire is only symptomatic of her ethical disruption. Here church-
men have ~heir sphere of action, which they ought unhesitatingly to 
appropriate. The task of world reconstruction is laid upon civilization 
at large, but its heavy end rests upon those historic Churches which have 
bred great nations and fostered their sense of superiority •••• A 
careful consideration of the latent and active forces of Protestantism 
convinces me that it can and should coalesce for the readjustment of 
1 
Christendom." 
To add weight to what he has to say concerning the responsibility 
of the Christian Church, Dr. Cadman quotes the military authorities 
2 
themselves. For instance, Lloyd George, prominent War Minister of 
England, has said that ttif the Churches of Christ throughout Europe and 
America allow another war to fructify they ~d better close their doors." 
In a similar vein are the words of General Tasker Bliss, of ~he United 
States Arif\Y: nThe responsibility is entirely on the professing Christians 
of the United States. If another war should come they will be responsible 
for every drop of blood that will be shed. " 
1. "Christianity and. the State", pp • .)27-.)28 
2. "Disarmament and World Peace", pp.6-7. 
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What Dr. Cadman considers t~ solemn obligation of every Christian 
and every Chi·is~ian Church is most eloquently and graphically expressed 
in his declaration published with reference to the observance of Armistice 
Day, 1926. Here he says, t'But we cannot stop here. We must go on. There 
is a future whose foundations must be laid by the moral and -spiritual 
giants of the present. We can keep the faith with the dead only through 
our commitment to the ideals for which they died. We must regard Armistice 
Day as an opportunity from the hand of a common Father for the advancemen~ 
of international justice and goodwill. We must dedicate ourselves to the 
stupendous task of banishing war from the earth. We must build for peace. 
We must promote disarmamen~ at home and abroad •••• We must cultivate 
the spirit that will substitute for decisions of war the arbitraments of 
1 
peace." 
t • Pamphlet, 'tThe Churches of" America and Armistice Week, '' 1.926", 10.5 E. 22nd 
Street, New York., Commission on International Justice and Goodwill of the 
Federal Council of Churches of Chris~ in America, p.?. 
Chapter II 
Sherwood Eddy 
"Happy are the poor in spirit. Happy are the 
gentle, for they sh~ll inherit the earth. Hap-
py are the makers of peace, for they shall be 
called the sons of God." 
Moving in the very forefront of those few American Christian leaders 
who have completely renounced war in all its phases is Dr. Sherwood Eddy. 
"Concerning war," says Dr. Eddy, ••• I count myself an Abolitionist . I 
stand for nothing passive or palely pacific, but for indomitable love, and 
the great offensive of militant goodwill, as ready to live or die for this 
1 
cause as the men who fought in the trenches~ He is a thorough-going, 
aggressive pacifist, willing to spend and be spent for what he is convinced 
is the cause of Jesus. 
The full significance of Dr. Eddy's position upon the moral problem 
involved in war can be appreciated only in its relation to his former 
attitude. Not until after a mental struggle lasting for ten years, and 
culminating in 1924, was he able to take his present absolutist position. 
In "The Abolition of War 11 he describes in detail the successive stages 
through which he passed in quest of a satisfying solution to the problem. 
The most radical militarist can not but admire the frankness with which 
Dr. Eddy lays bare his mind in this personal testimony. 
Before America's entrance into the World War he was ashamed of her 
failure to act. ·~s touching war, I was a 'Pharisee of the Pharisees'; 
as touching zeal, I was for fighting the Germans. I had an abhorrence 
of 'pacifism' and everything seemingly passive or pacific pertaining to 
2 
it." Eager to help the cause of the Allies, Dr. Eddy served as a non-
combatant religious worker with the British Army as early as 1916. Later 
1. "The Abolition of lf!ar", p .12 (special edition; all quotations in 
Chapter II are from this book.) 
2. Ibid, p.7 
18 
19 
he wrote "The Right to Fight •; indicting Prussian militarism and condemn-
ing the pacifistic position, "I believed in the war and in the high moti vas 
and ends of America and the Allies. I believed it was a war to end war, 
to protect womanhood, to destroy militarism and autocracy, a.nd to make 
a new world ••• of liberty, equality of opportunity, and fraternity; 
1 
a world of peace based on justice." 
Dr. Eddy was able to observe from all angles the war as it was 
actually fought---on land and sea and in the air. And seeing it, he was 
profoundly affected by its horrors, its ghastly realities. "Even during 
the war I began to be troubled by grave doubts and misgivings of con-
science. I met the battalions that were daily going to the front. I had 
to answer the questions of the men in the camps as to what it was all 
about, whether the war was right, and whether a Christian should kill his 
fellowmen. I can remember pacing up and down within sound of the guns, 
and on the sands of the seashore at the great base camps, deeply troubled 
in conscience and wrestling with this most difficult moral problem. For 
here seemed to be a veritable conflict of duties. How could one be at 
once loyal to countr y and to Christ ••• 1 If one obeyed the call.of 
2 
his country must he break the command of God!" 
Despite these sincere misgivings, Dr. Eddy could not bring himself 
to differ with the mass mind. 11 To break away from the entire war system, 
to rise above the whole habit and method of retaliation, of settlement by 
force instead of by reason, was contrary to my temperament and nature. 
Few have been able clearly to see with unprejudiced eyes the evils of their 
own time. The habitual seems inevitable, the usual seems justifiable ••• 
And here was I, though troubled in conscience, defending war by tradition 
3 
and custom, by passion and prejudice ... 
1. p.8. 2. P• 9. 3. P• 10. 
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Dr. Eddy's thinking was deeply affected by the apparent "peace" that 
follo wed the war. At the close of the war he attended a conference of 
American and German Christian leaders at Dresden, where all came to under-
stand that "both sides had believed they were fighting a defensive war, 
reading daily of the heroism and sacrifice of their own troops and of the 
1 
alleged atrocities of the enemy. 11 At this conference be summed up the 
situation in these words: "The saddest thing is not that some ten millions 
of our best young men are dead, that the world is impoverished, vic t i mized 
on both sides by a distorted propaganda, embittered by hate, rent by 
division, suspicion and fear. It is that neither side seems to have learned 
the lesson of the war. Both are ready to begin all over again ••• We have 
settled nothing, made nothing safe, achieved no lasting good commensurate 
with the awful sacrifices of the whole world, that could not have been better 
1 
done without the war. 11 
From 1922 to 1924 Dr. Eddy spoke in a large number of American colleges, 
pleading for the outlawry of war and the substitution of peaceful methods. 
He even asserted the right of every individual to obey his own conscience 
in such matters, but was still unable to go the whole way in refusing to 
sanction future wars. "I still seemed to feel, however, a lingering in-
consistency in this half-way position that was not satisfying ••• I saw 
the theory and admired the ideal, but would it work in practice? ••• Yet 
I was forced to admit that Jesus did not and would not so compromise. He 
at least was consistent in heart and mind, in theory and practice, in 
teaching and life. Thousands around me were really living out his way of 
life in this matter without compromise, while here was I professing to 
believe in it and recommending it in all other areas of life, yet not dar-
ing concretely and practically to trust it in this realm of the world's 
deepest need, its greatest social sin, its most burning moral issue. A 
1. P• ll. 
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final choice seemed inevitable •••• Either the ultimate power in the 
universe was spiritual or material, love or hate, moral suasion or dynamite, 
spiritual salvation or material destruction •••• Which was it to beT I 
could not serve two masters. 
"Now, at last, after ten long years, I have reached bed-rock in my 
conviction, I h~ve found stable equilibrium in my thought. I am finally 
1 
done with war." In this way did Dr. Sherwood Eddy reach the pacifistic 
position summarized above. And having thought his own way through to the 
conclusion that war is always wrong, he presents for the benefit of other.s 
his reasons for taking his present attitude. 
Before stating what he calls "the case against war", he seeks to 
eliminate confusion by defining the term at the outset. He offers the 
follo wing synthetic definition, basing it on the experience of modern war-
fare; "War is a means of attempting to settle international or civil dis-
putes, by armed military forces, through the organized destruction of life 
and property, in which each side seeks to impose its will on the other by 
2 
force." In offering this definition he cautions against misinterpretation, 
emphasizing the fact that war is a means rather than an end in itself, and 
holding that the end, however right or noble, does not justify the means. 
War is nothing more than a means or method of achieving certain ends, and 
it must be judged as such. Secondly, armed military forces must be clearly 
distinguished from police. The police is a neutral third party serving to 
bring the criminal to a legal trial; the army, working on the principle that 
might makes right, takes judicial decisions into its own hands. The police 
deals specifically with the criminal or criminals, while war makes no dis-
tinctions, destroying innocent and guilty alike. Police power is largely 
redemptive and protective, while war is essentially destructive of both 
1. p.l2. 2. p.l3. 
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life and property. Police service ls voluntary, while war-time arllzy' ser-
vice is secured through compulsion. Dr. Eddy believes "in all necessary 
use of force under judicial sanction." He does not believe uin the lawl~::ss 
and destructive use of force to settle differences between individuals, 
1 
states or nations." 
Having clearly defined what he means by nwar't, Dr. Eddy condemns tht: 
ins~itution of war as unqualifiedly wrong, advancing three main arguments 
in support of this contention: war is wrong in its methods; it is wrong 
in its results; it is unchristian. 
A. War is Wrong in Its M~thods 
In attempting to prove that war is wrong in its methods Dr. Eddy 
conl"ines his discussion to the consideration of three methods which he 
regards as typical. 
t. "War employs the me·~hods of ruthless military necessity, under 
t 
an irresponsible- national sovereignty, where might makes right.n Each 
nation tak~::> S as its slogan, uRight or wrong, IIzy' country'\ and sub-
ordinates ~he moral order of the universe to its own narrow national-
ism. Treaties are viola~ed in wholesale manner, and each side tries 
to outdo the other in the employment of ruthless, inhumane weapons of 
warfare. Poison gas, aeroplane bombs, submarines, burning uil, and 
hunger blockades may be used indiscriminately, while chemists are f a st 
perfecting even more hideous methods of destruction, such as electric 
death rays and deadly liquids. Military authorities prophesy germ war-
fare as the next great development of. human strire. Such inhumanities, 
which are wrought under the guise of military necessity, can be averted 
in the future only ~hrough the total abolition of war. 
2. ''War employs the mt:thod of reprisals and counter-reprisals, 
2 
atrocities and counter-atrocities.u · A temporary advantage by one side 
1. p.1.5 2 . P.t7 
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is mere~ an incitement to revenge and retaliation by the other side. 
Attack or be attack~d, kill or be killed, destroy or be destroyed, ---
this is the law of v~r. The use of an atrocious method by one army 
results in the employment by the enemy of counter-atrocities equally 
barbarous, or more so. And so the cycle continues indefinitely under the 
impulse of base passion, until total exhaustion compels the cessation of 
hostilities. 
3. "War victimizes both sides by a dis"torted propaganda." A 
modern war cannot be continued if the whole truth is revealed to the 
people upon whom its support depends. A warring na1iion must suppress'two 
classes of facts: all information which might make "the foe appear in a 
favorable light; and all reports derogatory to its o~~ cause. Civil-
ization has reached th~ point where it is necessary to deceive men by 
propaganda if we want them to kill their brother men and fellow-Chl·istians 
from other lands. It is significant that Fre'derick the Great said, ''If 
irry soldh:rs would rea lly think, not one of them would remain in the ranks .'' 
During the recent World War, false reports of German atrocities in Belgium 
were matched by similar accusations directed at "the Allied troops in the 
same area. The peopled of the Allied nations were horrified a t the death 
of a few babies on torpedoed ships, little realizing that thousands of 
German women and children were being starved to death by the Allied 
hunger blockade. 
B. War iS. Wrong in Its Results 
Dr. Eddy admits that war has some benefici~l results, but holds 
that its destruction is so great that the evil effects far outweigh 
the good. The destructive influence uf war he classifies under four 
main heads. 
2 
1. "It destroys material wealth and prosperity1'". For instance, 
acco .. :ding lJO Prot. Ernest L. Bogart, "the combined direct and indirc:c1i 
1. P• 19 2. p .21 
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costs of t he World War totalled 33// billions of dolla.rs. Throughout the war 
we spent $ 2 15,000,000 a day, and destroyed every five hours the equiva lent 
of the endowment of Columbia University. This wholesale material destruct-
ion is an inherent, es sential part of th~ wa.r system. 
2 . uwar is destructive of human life , the most priceless thing on 
1 
earth." The total death toll of the World vvar, including combatants and non-
combatants, has been estimated by Prof. Bogart at 26~000,000. The Swedish 
Society for "the Study of Social Consequences of the War, which h.a:S t ab-
ulated the indirect losses from revolution, i"amine, and pestilence caused 
by the war, places "the figure a t 40,000 , 000 lives! In addition to the dead, 
the millions or wounded, orphans, widows, and refugees must be t aken into 
cons idera~; ion. 
More than this, modern war can be neith~r controlled nor isolated• 
The world of the twentieth century is so materially unified that it has twu 
alternatives: universal brotherhood, cooperation, and peace, or world-wide 
distrust, competition, and war. War on such a l a rge seal~ is inevitably a 
distinct menace to civilization itself. A world at war is a wor ld on th~ 
verge of barbarism and savagery. 
2 
3. "War is destructive of moral standards. " As Ex-Premier Nitti 
says, 'tTh~ losses in human life and property, great as they are, ar e small 
evils compared to the undermining of morals and the lowering of standards 
of culture and civilization.n War, through making immorality l awful, be-
comes inevitably dejmora lizi ng in its effects. Based on hatred anu violence, 
it natura lly results in l~wlessness, banditry, and los s of reverence for 
human life and moral standards. 
Says Dr. Eddy, ur fully reali ze that neither the position that war 
is t he greater of t wo evils, nor its opposite, is capable o1· absolute 
logical deroonstra 1iion. But nothing in rey- judgment could WOJ.'k worse than 
1. p . 22 2 . p . 24 
war. For it carries with it all other evils in its train---hatred, 
vengeance, murder, atroci.ty, _:falsehood, deceit, sexual passion, the de-
fense of evil, the searing of conscience, the loss of moral standards; 
disease, famine, poverty, despair, violence, revolution lawlessness, 
crime and death. What evil is wanting that war does not multiply and 




4. nModern war is futile and suicidal. ,. It is futile, because 
with a ll its high aims and motives it settles nothing. The World War 
was fought " to protect womarihood". Yet millions were killed as a result 
of war, famine, and disease, multitudes were violated, fifteen millions 
were winowed and left homeless, and nearly twenty million others were 
denied homes of their own because of the number of men who were slai n. 
The war was fought ''·to make the world safe for democracy"'; Dr. Eddy 
questions whether it made it safe for anything. Th~ failure of war to 
accomplish its ends is shown even in the words of Napoleon: "I doubt if 
war ever re~lly settled anything. It unsettled everything •••• The 
more I study the world, the more I am convinced of the ability of brute 
force to create anything durable.n 
War is suicidal, because it threatens the destruction of civil-
ization itself. As Lord Bryce has sa id, nif we do not destroy war, 
war will destroy us. " In further support of this statement, Dr. Eddy 
cites the words of such military authorities as Gen~rals Maurice, 
Pershing, and Bliss, Lloyd George, and Lord Haig, who are of one mind 
concerning war's menace to civilization, and most of whom place a large 
measure of responsibility for the improvement of conditions on the 
Christian Church. 
c. War i s Vnch.ris'tian 
"Yvhat ever it is or is not, " holds Dr. Eddy, "it can hardly be 
l. p . 27 2. p . 27 
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successfully denied that war is unchristian. From his third temptation 
in the wilderness to the cross of Calvary, Jesus' life and teaching are 
the absolute antith~sis of the spirit and example of the Zealots and 
militarists about him. He steadfastly refused to advance his ideals by 
t 
coercive means.u 
Jesus' death on the cross revealed the true nature of God and his 
method of dealing with sin. ·~ove your enemies ••• that ye may be sons 
of your Father in heaven.n The old m"'thod of retaliation and retribution 
is to be replaced by that of" vicarious self-sacrifice and love. :&'vil 
is to be overcome with good,---not by giving ttan eye for an eye and a 
tooth for a toothn, but by turning the other cheek. War is nothing less 
than the refusal to accept the cross of Jesus, as well as the denial of 
the ultimate nature of God as a loving father. 
Dr. Eddy is at his best in upholding this final argument against 
war. Here his religious enthusiasm comes to the front more than anywhere 
else in his entire discu8slon of the subject. It is this fervor, coupled 
with sound reasoning, and voiced in effective language, that ~kes him 
even more convincing than usual. His words reveal the pacifist pouring 
out the innermost thoughts and convictions of his soul: 
nwe maintain that war is unchristian. It is the antithesis of 
everything for which Jesus stood. The essence of Jesus' message was 
love; the dominant motive of war is hate. Jesus teaches the infinite 
worth of personality. Nothing cheapens or destroys personality so much 
as war, making m~::~n targets, 'gun-fodder', enemies, anything but what 
they are in his view, sons of Ood. 
"Jesus taught the Fatherhood of a God of love; war enthrones a 
tribal God of exclusive nationalism. Jesus taught brotherhood; war is 
an utter denial or brotherhood in its mass murder and destruction. The 
heart of Jesus' philosopl~ of life is self-sacrifice---'He that saveth 
l.p. 2~ 
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his life shall lose it'; the inevitable end of war is the destruction and 
sacrifice of others. Jesus taught thb overcoming evil with good, without 
the retaliation of vengeance or hatred or vindictive reprisal. 'I tell you 
not to resist injury ••• Love your enemies and pray for your persecutors.' 
Can we love the man whom we gas, or bomb, or bayonet? Can we bring our-
selves to believe that this is what Jesus meant by love? 
nrn a word, Jesus teaches the w-ay of the cross; war is the way of the 
sword. Jesus comes that men may have life; war is organized for death. 
Jesus launches in the world his great offensive of love, of positive good-
will; war is the reprisal of vindictive destruction. Jesus seeks a kingdom 
1 
of Heaven; war is a method of hell.'~ 
War is wrong in its methods; it is wrong in its results: and finally, 
it is unchristian. It is for these reasons that Dr. Sherwood Eddy has 
finally taken an attitude of thorough-going pacifism. '~pon these grounds 
I finally renounce war. I will take no f~·ther part in it. I will not 
sanction or bless any future war between nations. I will strive with a 
large and rapidly increasing number of Christians to lead the Church to 
excommunicate it, that the state may finally outlaw it and make it as il-
. . 
legal as slaver,y, the duel, highway robbery or private murder. I will strive 
with all men of goodwill for the removal of the causes of war, the creation 
of an international mind and a growing sense of world brotherhood, and for 
the strengthening of such international agencies of justice as th~ World 
2 
Court and the League of Nations. tt. 
This is the case which Dr. Eddy presents in opposition to the war 
systernr--the foundation which he lays for a positive and constructive pro-
gram of abolition.* "After examining all the evidence, the teaching of 
1. pp.32-33 2. p.:n 
*In "The Abolition of War••, where Dr. Eddy sta~.es his complete position with 
regar d to war, he do~s not outline his constructive program, because of the 
fact that Mr. Kirby Page does this in the second part of the same book. Both 
agree on the same methods. For Dr. Eddy's policy, see below, Chapter X •• 
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history, the nature and results of modern war, it finally comes down to an 
act or faith. A man believes, at the last, that either force or moral 
suas ion is more effective in a given situation; either material or spiritual 
m~ans will best work; either Jesus' way of life is practica l or it is not . . 
•• The same undaunted faith that challenged and assailed other age-long 
evils now throws down the gauntlet to war •••• Joyfully we cast in our lot 
with Jesus and his Way of life and stake our lives upon his way of love and 
moral suasion. • • • I believe his principles will work, in so far as we 
honestly apply them, as well in our lives as in his. He is what I mean by 
l 
success, and his cross is what I mean by victory. u 
Believing that a condemnation of war inevitably involves the question 
of freedom of conscience, Dr. Eddy unhesitating~ asserts himself on this 
perplexing problem. If war is fundamentally wrong and unchristian, does 
the individual have the right of refusing to take part in it? 
Neither the individual nor the state, believes Dr. Eddy, has absolute 
authority. ttAs between the state and the individual the individual has no 
right that does not involve social good, while the state has no right of 
2 
moral coercion over the individual conscience. " Recognizing this relation-
ship, he affirms that there may come a time when a man ~Y serve his country 
best by resisting its government. If this is true, then liberty of con-
science ·on the part of the individual is justified. Dr. Eddy bases this 
conclusion on two grounds. 
First, freedom of conscience is ~human right. From the time of 
Socrates, who maintained the supremacy of the individual conscience and the 
public value of free discussion, Dr. Eddy traces the gradual achievement 
of individual rights. "It is against the background of twenty-three cen-
turies of the human fight for freedom, of a thousand years of struggle 
in Anglo-Saxon countries for religious and political liberty, and of three 
centuri~s of American traditions that we claim the right of liberty of 
1. p .34 2. p.)6 
conscience on moral issues in peace or in war.'~ 
Second,"as ..§:Christian right,. we base ·che cla im of liberty of 
conscience upon the supreme authority of Je~s Christ in the moral sphere. 
• • • He allows no divided allegiance, no two masters. His is the moral 
categorical imperative. 'He tha~ loveth father or mo~her more than me is 
not worthy of me; he that loveth son or daughter more than me is not 
worthy of me'; and by implication, he that loveth city or country more 
2: 
than me is not worthy of me." 
As long as war is a legal institution, Dr. Eddy admits the lega l 
right of the state to declare war and to conscript both man power and 
money power. "But I hold to my ultimate moral right to refuse conscrip-
tion on a fundamental moral is~e •••• I would render to Caesar, in 
the duty of good citizenship, the ~hings that are Caesar's, But I 
must render to God the things that are God's;and nothing is more his than 
the moral sphere of the conscience. If the secular government is supreme 
here we have displaced God from the holy of holies of religion and have 
enthroned instead the idolatry of the state. • 
} 
in liberty of conscience on a moral issue." 
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• • For myself, I believe 
). p.4} 
Chapter III 
Harry Em~rson Fosdick 
"Not thB:t I love country less, but Humanity more, do I now and here 
plead the cause of a higher and truer patriotism. I cannot forget that we 
are men by a more sacred bond than we are citizens---that we are children 
of a common Father more than we are Americans.u 
---Charles Sumner. 
"The more I consider war, its sources, methods, and results, its 
debasing welter of lies and brutality, its unspeakable horror while it is 
here and its utter futility in the end to achieve any good thing that 
mankind could wish, the more dif'ficult I find it to imagine any situation 
in which I should feel justified in sanctioning or participating in another 
1 
war. 11 This statement affords an advantageous point of departure for a 
study of Dr. Harry ~erson Fosdick 's attitude toward war, not merely be-
cause it exhibits his determined opposition and aversion to war, but also 
because it discloses the great inner struggle which has taken place in his 
mind during "the past decade. Since the early days of ,;he Great World War 
Dr. Fosdick's views on the whole war problem have undergone a steady 
process of development, the continuation of which is indicated in the words 
quoted above. It is both interesting and significant to trace this evol-
ution of "thought in iihe mind of one of America's foremost Christian leaders. 
He pictures it vividly in a lett er to the writer dated October 27,1926. 
"In the days preceding the great conflictt~ , writes Dr. Fosdick, ni 
was a believer that war was an evil, like slavery, that in time wou ld be 
overpassed, and I can remember preaching a sermon rather resounding in its 
denunciation of international carnage, under the title, "The War against 
War". The problem, however, seemed so far away from Anierica that it never 
got vitally into my consciousness, and I had not particular~ thought 
through ways and means of achieving what seemed to be the inevitable end of 
t . Kirby Page, nwar: I,;s Causes, Consequences and Cure", with an Introduction 
by Harry Em~rson Fosdick, p. 2. 
30 
31 
moral development, that war would have to stop. 
"The great conflict found me, therefore, like multitudes of others, 
unprepared to meet it with confident judgement. I shared in the popular 
estimate of the relative guilt of Russia, Germany, and France, and when 
we went into the war in 1917 I thought we were doing right and backed the 
nation up to the best of rnw ability •••• I was pro-war while, at the 
same time, trying to be a pacifist in ideal and an internationalist in my 
hopes and outlooks.n 
This attempt to reconcile his pacifistic ideals with his inherent 
patriotism is clearly revealed in "The Challenge of the Present Crisis' .. , 
which Dr. Fosdick wrote in the Yosemite Valley in the spring of 1917, 
shortly after America's entrance into the war. War in general he does 
not hesitate to condemn: "War, regarded from the standpoint of the id~al, 
is the last word of idiocy and infamy as a way of settling international 
disputes in the twentieth century •••• From the standpoint of every 
t 
high ideal, war is unchristian---essentially, hideously unchristian.n 
At the same time he maintains that certain particular wars may be justif-
iable and necessary, on the basis of practical expediency, to protect human-
ity and its moral values from violence and oppression. From this angle he 
defends America's part in the war. "To us in America the war is now no 
longer a theory to be discussed; it is upon us as a call to action, a 
stupendous fact whose range and depth of influence no man can measure. 
Whether or not we should ourselves have voted for America's participation 
in the struggle, the War is ours now, and its challenge to our Christian-
ity is unescapable •••• 
"If in the present stage of human society, moral values are at 
stake which ruthless violence attacks, we cannot remain outside the 
critical problem thus thrust upon us as though we lived in another and 
a better world. We must help to meet the crisis, wi~h all its wretched 
l .. "The Challenge of the Present Crisis .. , pp.24,42. 
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necessities, as sharers in a mutual responsibility which no one rightly 
may evade. To do anything else is to shoulder off on others the burden 
of meeting life's harsh and unideal emergencies. It may even mean that 
we sit safely in the lee of the men who use massed force against massed 
force for righteousness' sake, not because the.y like to do it but because 
t 
it has to be done.n 
Dr. Fosdick asserts the necessity for the use of force in exigencies 
where sin cannot be handled by reason and gentleness, at the. same time 
carefully pointing out its limitations. His statement, "when force is 
ruthlessly employed for wrong, it may have to be met by force employed for 
right .. , is qualified in the next chapter, where he says, "War at its best 
can do one thing only. It can halt some external work of evil •••• But 
I .. 
that is all. Its work is negative. Its work is all negative, eliminative. 
· The agencies of positive health in social life are not akin to war; they 
2 
are good will and friendship and cooperat~on.n In the same connection, 
Dr. Fosdick holds that force and love are not necessarily antithetical 
methods. He cites examples from the lify of Jesus in an effort to show 
that the two may exist side by side, and even that force may be motivated 
by love. 
Dr. Fosdick affirms that human personality is sacred, contending 
none the less that killing as in war does not end personality. "Personality 
is for Christians the one absolute value in the world, and to push the use 
of force to the point where it kills seems blatant denial of all that 
Christians say about the worth of persons. To believe that a man is a son 
of God and your brother and yet to kill him---in what flagrant contradiction 
do these t wo things stand! • • • • 
"But tnis is not the only way in which a Christian may speak. • • • 
} 
Personality and ph.vsical existence ~ not identical. tt Pers_onali ty does 
t."The Crellenge of the Present Crisis", p:p.2.5,42. 
} • Ibid., p.38 
2. Ibid. ,46 ,49 
not depend on physical life. Therefore everyone must be willing to 
surrender his own physical existence for the sake of another or for high 
human ideals. Similarly, one may bring to an abrupt end the physical 
existence of another without injuring in any way the worth or his personal-
ity. In this way do~s. Dr. Fosdick seek to justify the slaughter of human 
beings occasioned by war. 
The book is a convincing apologetic for war when fought for lofty 
ideals, but attempts also to offer a constructive program of action tor 
the avoidance of future wars (cf. below, p.4tf). Its greatest significance 
for the present, however, is its revelation of a man's earnest endeavor to 
think his way through on humanity's most baffling problem, and this at a 
time of world-wide stress. Beneath his arguments it is possible to detect 
a l ack of conviction---a sense of insecurity---on the part of the author as 
to his ovm position. His words furnish a glimpse into the thought process 
of one whose ideas on the subject have not crys~allized. During and 
following the war this same search for a satisfactory personal posi~ion 
continued, and Dr. Rosdick has finally attained a practical attitude toward 
war which is harmonious and consistent with his theoretical pacifistic ideals. 
Thus he vll'i tes in the let~er quoted above, "Since the war I have become much 
clearer in my judgment about the gigantic problem that war presents to the 
Christian conscience.'t The essential qualities in this clarified judgment 
it is our immediate purpose to investigate. 
Dr. Fosdick summarizes his present position in such a way as to leave 
no possible doubt concerning the results of his years of thought on the 
subject. His statement, clotned in unequivocal terms, is at once concise 
and comprehensive. '~his I •••• see clearly: tha~ war is the most 
colossal and ruinous socia l sin that afflicts mankind today; t~~ it is 
utterly and irremediably unchristian; that however armed conflict in 
times past may have served an-evolutionar y purpose it has now become not 
j4 
only futile but suicidal, and t hat recognition of t:nis f ac"t is necessary 
to the cont.inuance of civilization; that the war syst:em means everything 
which Jesus did not mean and means notning tha~ h~ did mean; and that it 
is a more blatant denial o:r ev~ry Ch .. dstian doctrine abvu't God and man 
t 
than all the theoretical atheists on earth ever could devise . .. 
Dr. Fosdick recognizes the difference between a wholesale conde~ 
nation of war and the adoption of an absolute~ pacifistic policy, doubting 
the practicability of total disarmament by any one nation. Nevertheless, 
while still reserving a place for force as a final resort, he expose~ the 
falla.cy of competitive armaments, simply on a common sense basis. "We 
have come to (the) parting of the ways auout war. I am not a theoretical 
pacifist. I do not hold my ethics in a vacuum apart from the actualities; 
I recognize the pl ace of force, of mas sed force if need by, in exi genci es 
where other methods fail; but opposition to this building up of vast ~~r 
machi nes in a deadly competition which will end in a deadly crash, bring-
ind dovm in ruin the priceless gains of our civilization, is not a matter 
of theoretical pacifism; it is a matter of common sense. Only a blind man 
2 
can f avor this organized madness." That Dr. Fosdick is gravita ting more 
than ever toward un~ualif ied pacifism is shown in .his words already quoted 
(above , p.32): "The more I consider war, . . . .the mo r e diff icult I find 
it to imagine any situation in which I should f eel justified in sanction-
ing or participating in another war.n 
Dr . Fosdick does not denounce war without being careful to g ive 
reasons in complete support of his position. His argument s , a,s syn-
thesized from his sermons dea ling with war, may be clas s i f ied under six 
main heads. 
1. "There is nothing glorious about war any more; it is a bruta l 
1. Kirby Page, "War'~ , with an Int ro duction by H.E. Fosdick , p . 1 
2. Sermon, .. Shall We End War? 1n, ·p .1 2: . 
organized butchery of hume.n beings. n M:en formerly lived under the delusion 
that war was a glorious thing; they were carried away by the music of bands 
and the stories of heroism for the sake of country. But war has been a 
skeleton, covered with a gorgeous robe, and the robe has been at l a st re-
moved. Humanity for the first time in history has access to the facts, 
and the f acts are more revolting than ever. This is the testimony of such 
boo:cs a s Philip Gibb's nHow It Can Be Toldn, and Will Irwin's ... The Next 
War". 
It is true that war calls forth some of the noblest qualities of 
manhood---courage, resourcefulness, the spirit of comradeship and sacrifice, 
the willingness to die. But the very horror of war is that it uses such 
qualities as these for wholesale killing and wanton promiscuous destruction 
of all that life holds dear. Such butchery, says Dr. Fosdick, is not 
glorious, but repulsive. 
2. "Vlar i~ not a school for virtue any more ••• If you are thinking 
of the moral stability and progress of the world, surely there is nothing 
in the processes of war, as we ~ve seen them, or the results of war, as 
2 
they now lie about us, that would lead us to trust them for help. tt The 
devoted fellowship of millions united in a common cause in time of war 
appears outwardly to be a sign of renewed spiritual life. On the contrary, 
war lowers the moral level to an amazing extent, being accompanied by 
crim~s of sex and violence which denote.a degeneration to barbarism. Further-
more, the fact that war kills on its battlefields only those who are 
physically fit, leaving to carry on the race those who are obvio~sly ~mfit, 
leads inevitably to racial decadence. War and civilization cannot exist 
together; one or the oth~r must go. 
3. There are no longer any limits to war's methods of killing or to 
3 
its cost. Its barbarities cannot be controlled by the best of man's :reg-
t. uShall We End War?n p • .5 2. Ibid., pp.6,7 
3.Ibid.,p~. 7-lO 
36 
ulat,ions and restrictions. New and more horrible means of killing are being 
constant ly di scovered, and these methods will be used in the event of another 
war. The employment of every advanced weapon has been met by initial reluctance, 
but each one has been finally taken for granted. In the same way, such in-
conceivably destructive agencies as Lewisite Gas, electric death rays, and 
germ warfare will find ready adoption with the slightest provocation. War 
in the future will no longer "kill a few individuals only at a time", as 
General Swinton seems to feel was the case in the past one, but it will 
slaughter them literally by the hundreds of thousands. 
There was a time when wars were comparatively inexpensive. The cost 
of the .~erican Revolution was only $170,000,000. As Dr. Fosdick facetiously 
states, "A whole war, lasting eight years, only $170,000,000---what a 
1 
bargain! Those were the good old days when you could get a real war cheap." 
But the total cost of the World War was 337 billion---$240,000,000 every day, 
or $10,000,000 an hour. The financial burdens imposed by modern war are 
insufferable. The largest percentage of national taxation is that due to 
the cost of past wars and preparation for future ones. The national debt 
of France today, for instance, is one-half its total national wealth! 
4. "There is no possibility of sheltering any portion of the population 
from the direct effect of war any more •••• The inevi t 'able development of 
modern war means that it shall not be waged against armies alone, but against 
2 
populations." War is nothing less than suicidal; it means the blotting out 
of whole cities, entire peoples, and eventually, of civilization ~tself. 
Cities are bombed indiscriminately, and bombs show no favoritism, killing 
men, women, and children alike. War means hunger blockade, and starvation 
accepts no distinctions. War now is synonymous with wholesale annihilation 
---racial suicide. 
There may have been times when war contributed to social progress or 
other desirable ends, as did slavery and chivalry, for instance. In each 
1. ct., "Shall We End 1filar?" p.9. 2. Ibid, p.ll. 
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of these cases, however, the good was outgrown; one institution became a 
curse, the other a nuisance. Ethics and modes of social action, like 
physical organisms, are subject to evolutionary processes. If war ever 
did produce more good than evil, that day has long since passed. Modern 
science and the twentieth century economic system have reduced to a 
minimum any moral or social ends which war may have served. 
5. "Even if war were not suicidal, it is absolutely futile to achieve 
1 
any ideal aim." The people of every· nation which took part in the World 
War were convinced that they were fighting for a noble ideal. Dr. Fosdick 
maintains that the ideals of freedom and equality were lost in the selfish 
scheming of diplomats for political and economic power. All the whi le 
millions were giving their lives to "make the world safe for democracy." 
In his sermon before the League of Nations Assembly at Geneva on 
September 13,1925, Dr. Fosdick presents this argument in graphic manner. 
" ' Would you not go to war to protect the weak!' men ask. The answer seems 
obvious . A modern war to protect the weak---that is a grim jest. See 
how modern war protects the weak: 10,000,000 known dead soldiers; 3,000,000 
presumed dead soldiers; 13,000,000 dead civilians; 20,000,000 wounded; 
3,000,000 prisoners; 9,000,000 war orphans; 5,000,000 war widows; 10,000,000 
refugees. '!Jhat can we mean---modern war protecting the weak? • • • • 
"A World Court would protect the weak. A League of Nations would 
protect the weak. An international mind, backed by a Christian conscience, 
that would stop the r~ce for armaments, provide cooperative substitutes for 
violence, forbid the nations to resort to force, and finally outlaw war 
altogether---that would protect the weak. But this is clear: war will not 
2 
do it. It is the weak by millions who perish in every modern war." 
l."A Christian Crusade Against lJIJar", p.8. 
2. "A Christian Conscience About War." pp.8-9 
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His sermon delivered on Armi stice Day, 1923 , throws further light 
on this phase of the problem. "The conviction , then , grows in thoughtful 
men that there is no use trting t o baptize modern war with ideal aims . 
Modern war and ideal aims are antithetical terms . War does not protect the 
weak; it makes earth perdi t ion for them. War does not stop war; it sows 
dragon teeth of hate and every war makes another war more probable. War 
does not check militarism; in Europe today more men are under arms than 
was true in 1913 . War does not further the purposes of God ; it splits 
God up into little tribal deities •••• War does not make the world safer 
for democracy; out of its inevitable chaos come dictatorships of the 




6. "VJe cannot reconcile Christianity and war any more . " nWar is 
utterly unchristian: it cannot be reconciled with the spirit of Jesus. " 
The early church r ecognized thi s, and few Chri stians were to be found in 
the Roman army up to the time of Constantine. When Christianity was 
1 
accepted b~ the imperial government , however , it changed its attitude, and 
since that time the Church has , in the main , either supported war or assumed 
a non-co~nital attitude . It is high time, thinks Dr. Fosdick , for the 
Christian Church t o go back t o the attitude of early Christianity. 
He questions whether we can ask the bless i ng of God revealed by 
Jesus on Modern war , with its unspeakable bar barity, stating emphat ically 
that he himself cannot . "As f or Christianity, the dilemma which it faces 
in all this seems unmistakable . The war system as a rec ognized method of 
international action is one thing; Christianity with all its purposes and 
hopes is another; and not all the dialectic of the apologists can make the 
two lie down in peace together . We may have one or we may have the other, 
3 
but we cannot permanently have both." In the opinion of Dr• Fosdick, the 
1 . "Christian Crusade Against War" , p.lO. 2. "Shall We End War?" p.l2 
3."A Christian Conscience About War." p.9 
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Church should take a clear stand against ~ar, place the kingdom of God 
above nationalism, and call the world to peace in an effort to insure the · 
victory of Christ over war. As Marshall Haig said in Britain, "The Gospel 
of Christ is the world's only hope and the sole promise of world-peace." 
Dr. Fosdick is an advocate of the League of Nations as an agency 
for the promotion of world peace. But his positive program for the abolition 
of war is not confined to passive adherence to a piece of machinery. He 
realized that the solution to the war problem lies deeper than agreements 
and fe derations. The creation of an international mind and heart is, in 
his estimation, of primary significance. "The enlarging fellowship of 
human life upon this planet, which began with the clan and tribe and has 
moved out through ever widening circles of communication and contact, has 
now become explicitly and overwhelmingly international, and it never can be 
crowded back again. • • • Within this unescapable internationalism of modern 
life, .•• ~ • mankind has been learning one great lesson. • • • .Al ·nays 
progress has consisted in carrying over human life from violence to cooper-
1 
ation." 
As might be inferred, for Dr. Fosdick the answer to the problem of 
war lies in the substitution of cooperative internationalism for escape 
devastating ruin, lies in rising above and beyond this nationalism and 
organizing the world for peace. On the one side is a narrow patriotism 
saying, "My country against yours", on the other, a wider patriotism 
saying, "My country with yours for the peace of mankind." • • • • Mankind 1 s 
realest conflict of interest is not between this · nation and that, but be-
tween the forward-looking, progressive, open-minded people of all nations, 
who have caught a vision of hunanity organized for peace, and the backward-
looking, reactionary, militaristic people of the same nations. TI1e de epest 
L " f. Chri stian Conscience about 'Na r ." pp.ll-12,14. 
line of conflict do es not run vertically between the nations; it runs 
hori zontally through all the nations. The salvation of humanity fr om 
1 
self-destruction depends upon which side of that ·conflict wins. 11 
40 
The determination of the issue depends, in turn, on the attitude 
taken by Christianity, of which narrow belligerent nationalism is a 
flagrant and thoroughgoing denial. 11Whatever else Christianity may be-
lieve in, it must believe in God, Father of all men; it must beli eve 
in men of every tri be, tongue, people, and nation, as God's children; 
it must believe in the kingdom of God on earth. The spirit of Christian-
ity is not narrowly nationalistic, but universally inclusive. When the 
world, therefore, organizes itself on the basis of belligerent national-
2 
ism the very genius of the Christian Gospel is at stake." 
In the light of this irreconcilable relation between Christianity 
and internationalism on the one side, and paganism and national i sm on the 
other, what can the Christian Church do in a constructive way! "If •• 
when the next crisis comes, we are going to protest effectivel y against 
war, we must win the right to make that protest and we must win it now. 
Today we must maKe unmistakably clear our position against war, against 
3 
competitive preparation for war, against reliance on war." If the Church 
now launches a crusade against chauvinis1n1 competitive armaments, imperial-
ism, and secret diplomacy, earnestly insisting upon the setting up of 
int ernational agencies to solve the problems usually made worse by war, 
then it will have won the right to protest and refuse to give its support 
when a new war threatens. If the Church takes this stand now it cannot 
be accused of complicity in any refusal to substitute reason for violence. 
If it takes this stand now it can place Christ above Caesar, and follo w 
Christ. 
"For my part I propose to win the right to do that. I hope that 
the outlawry of war and the substitution of law for violence may make it 
l."A Christian Conscience about War." pp.14.16. 2. Ibid., p.17 
3.Introduction ito "War", by Kirby Page, p.3 
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unnecessary to do that. I hope that, by facing the issue now, we may save 
civilization from the death-shock of another convulsion of brutal carnage. 
1 
But at any rat~, l never expect~ bless another war." 
For a final appraisal of Dr. Fosdick's attitude toward war and his 
proposal for its abolition, none of his words are more appropriate than 
those with which he closes his introduction to KirbyPage's "War: Its 
Causes, Consequences, and Cure". Hare he says, simply enough, "Mr. Page 
is engaged hera in the high business of taking Jesus in earnest, and a 
1 
more necessary Christian procedure just now it is impossible to imagine." 
1. Introduc t ion to "War", by Kirby Page, p.3 
Chapter IV 
George A. Gordon 
"That government of the people, by the people, and 
for the people, shall not perish from the earth." 
"National integrity, national humanity, national freedom, 
all for the service of the whole world."* 
Perhaps the most scholarly vindication of defensive war to be found 
among the Christian leaders of America is that set forth in the utterances 
of Dr. George A. Gordon. He stands preeminent among his contemporaries in 
championing the traditional American exaltation of liberty and national 
honor, and justifies war as a final resort where freedom and democratic 
ideals are at stake. "War", says Dr. Gordon, "is to me what it is to every 
right-thinking man, a horror. There is to me only one thing worse than war, 
and that is base surrender to foreign military menace, of the rights, fruits, 
1 
and possessions of civilized man." His attitude is summed up even more 
succinctly in a letter to the writer written October 20,1926, where he states: 
"I have never changed my mind about war. It is always a horror; but if 
forced upon us we must meet it to avert a greater horror---slavery." 
The above opinions concerning war in general may be best understood 
when considered in connection with Dr. Gordon's attitude toward war with 
relation to America in particular. In fact, our study must be largely 
limited to the latter, since the only accessible sources are published 
sermons delivered in the Old South Church during and since the World ~ar, 
most of which touch upon the war problem only in its relation to the 
United States. It is reasonable to assume, however, that the world vision 
of the Old South minister would lead him to take a similar position for all 
countries. Such an implication might, at least, be drawn from his sermon 
on "The Nation and Humanity", where he says, "There is a world reference 
*"Our Great National Symbol", (delivered July 4,1926). p.ll 
1. "The .hppeal of the Nation". pp.80,81. 
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to every human life •••• No nation liveth to itself, no nation dieth to 
1 
itself; its universal influence is simply inevitable." Bearing in mind, 
therefore, the universal si gnificance of what is said of .America, let us 
amplify somewhat Dr. Gordon's position on the war question. 
43 
As a point of departure we may take the contention of Dr. Gordon that 
Providence has thrown the cause of freedom into the hands of the people. 
He cites in support of this thesis the American and French Revolutions, 
where the people undoubtedly assumed the right to determine their own free-
dom, and the words which Cromwell's men sang before going into battle, 
"Let God arise, let his enemies be scattered." He carries the same principle 
over into the realm of international relationships, asserting, in substance, 
that it is both the right and the duty of the American people (or any people) 
to take up arms against an enemy when the great causes of democracy, liberty, 
and justice are at stake. 11 '1'1hen the issue is the fate of democracy, justice, 
humanity, when the enemy is the repudiator of all moral obligation, the 
wielder against the men, women, and children of all nations the naked sword, 
the •untamed apostle of pitiless warfare upon everything valued by decent 
human beings, the American people cry out with one voice, that enemy is our 
2 
enemy, that foe we must fight till his reason returns to him." It was un-
doubtedly this conviction which led Dr. Gordon, on the eve of the war, to 
exhort his congregation: "Let us be ready, with our faith, our prayer, our 
manhood, and all our resources to stand behind the Gover~~ent that guards 
3 
the heritage of the American people." 
The reason.s underlying Dr. Gordon's position of pacifistic militarism 
may be classified under three main heads: his assurance that death is mora 
to be desired than life without freedom, honor and devotion to great causes; 
l."The Nation and Humanity", in "The Appeal of the Nation ... , p.72. 
2. Ibid., p.75. 
3. "American Freedom", Ibid., p.l4. 
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his belief in the necessity for physical force as the ultimate appeal in the 
preservation of life and order; and his contention that Jesus was not a 
pacifist. 
1. Dr. Gordon proclaims in no uncertain tones his belief that life 
without devotion to high causes is little better than nothing. "What of 
the cost in our young life? If we can avert the loss with honor, avert 
it we should. If we can avert the loss with honor, the refusal to meet 
the cost would be treason to the best. Death is finally inevitable. 'To 
every man upon this earth death cometh soon or late.• • • • • While there 
are many ways of dying there is only one way of dying well •••• The men 
who die well are the men who think seldom and little of death; they are the 
men who live in the vision of great causes, in the love of great causes, 
1 
in devout devotion to great causes ... 
"Death is dependent for its high character upon life, and life is 
dependent for its worth upon its causes. ~hen our cause is the well-being 
and defense of humanity; when we love and serve that cause in life, the 
worth it has wrought into our character spreads itself upon the dark clouds 
2 
of death in divine fire." 
This principle is graphically illustrated in the lives of the Pilgrim 
fathers, who carried loaded muskets on their way to church in order to 
guard against possible attacks by the blood-thirsty savages. 11If the 
Pilgrim had been a pacifist, that is a foe to war under all conditions 
and circumstances, he would have left as record only the cowar dly surrender 
of women and children to the tender mercies of the destroyer, only the cruel 
abandonment of the highest possessions and hopes of this continent to the 
dominion of the savages." 3 
1. "The Appeal of the Nation", p.86, in sermon "The Nation and Humanity". 
2. Ibid., p.72 J ! 
3. "The Nation and Humanity", in "The Appeal dJf the Nation.2 p.85 
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Further light is thrown on this phase of Dr. Gordon's attitude wh ere 
he considers whether or not Americans of German birth or descent should take 
up arms against their former country and fight against relatives from the 
land of their birth. Here he offers "the lesson of the Founders" of the 
1\merican nation, who throughout the Revolutionary War fought their kindred 
---their fathers and brothers! \~bat was their motive, their argument? "It 
was that every tie must .be like tow·in the fire when it comes to the question 
1 
of the exi stence of freedom among me n born for freedom." 
Similarly, the true Teuton would say that "no nation has a right to 
.. 
limit the just freedom of the United Stat es; to subject it to indignity; 
to murder its women and children on the high seas, or to confine its in-
dustry and influence within its own bounds . We are one today. • • • and 
all ties even of the most sacred character must be. . . • like tow in the 
fire when it comes to the question whether America shall be first or the 
2 
country of our birtn." 
2. That Dr. Gordon's attitude toward war is largely determined by his 
belief in the necessity for the use of force as a final resort is clearly 
shown in his sermon 11 vas Jesus a Pacifist?" In arguing the question he 
says, in part: 
"The ·.7orc1 1 enforcement 1 contains the key to the whole debate. Where 
the memb ers of a state are not all of them perfect, contentions will arise; 
where these contentions are settled b'fore the proper tribunals, and the 
defeated person refuses to comply with the decision, force must be applied. 
iiJhere men are both good and bad, law-abiding and lawless; where society is 
ordered in law and in living; where the enemies of society surround it,---
the vagrant, the thief, the villain, the murderer,---cne function of govern-
ment is clear. These enemies of society must be restrained by force; they 
l. Sermon on "Chri stian Freedom", delivered February 4,1917, published in 
"The Appeal to the Nation." p.l2. 
2 . Ibid., p.l4 
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must be made by the penalties imposed upon them a terror to other candidates 
for war upon society. The whole high order of human society rests back 
upon the physical force whereby the righteous judgment of society is made to 
prevail. Society in this world cannot exist without ~· The safety of 
life, of property, of freedom must evermore, as an ultimate appeal, be 
guarded by physical force . To make the great Master dissent from this 
clear necessity of civilized society would be to reduce his sublime teach-
1 
ing to foolishness.» 
What applies with reference to the enemies of society within its 
bounds is equally true of the enemies of society outside its bounds. uVhen 
the British armies invaded the American colonies, attempting to reduce 
freemen to vassals, would it have been right for the colonists to submit 
meekly and allow the will of the tyrant to have free sway7 "Not for an 
hour . Oppose him on the spot; if he means war let it begin here. War 
at that moment, and that meaning of it, was essential to the life of 
2 
American freedom." 
It would be foolish, says Dr. Gordon, to place Jesus in opposition 
to this fundamental principle of society. "He recognized the necessity 
of government; he recognized, therefore, the further necessity of physical 
force to p~otect society against the enemies within its bounds; he recog-
nized, therefore, the ultimate necessity, when all other ways and means 
had failed, as a last resort, the appeal to arms in a purely defensive 
'Varfare against the enemies of society, and for maintaining in being 
the sovereign achievements of civilized and Christianized man. . . . The 
nation is in duty bound to conserve its highest life, and with this, to 
conserve the highest achievements of mankind. For this end it must stand 
on guard, it must not forget that the price of liberty is eternal vigilance. 
1. "Was Jesus a Pacifist1" p.13 . 2. Ibid., p.l4 
• 
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It must be prepared to fight the beautiful fight, to defend itself against 
wanton aggression, unjust power, ruthless and contemptuous assault upon all 
1 
that it holds dear." 
3. Dr. Gordon's opinion concerning Jesus' attitude toward pacifism has 
already been touched upon, but only because it was closely intertwined with 
his discussion on the use of force. Now we must analyze separately his 
reasons for denying the stat ement of other Christian leaders that Jesus was 
a pacifist. He begins by defining the issue---"That issue is whether Jesus, 
under all conditions and circumstances, no matter what the menace might be 
to the life of the home, the nation, and the sovereign interests of our 
2 
civilization, forbade, condemned, reprobated the use of physical force." 
In the first place, Dr. Gordon supposes tentatively that Jesus did 
oppose the use of force in all forms. "It follows that Jesus is . thus set 
2 
against some of the best instincts of the human heart." In this connection 
he pictures the natural tendency in man to defend his home, his women and 
children, from the attacks of destructive, outraging, mutilating brutes , 
whether they be from his own nation or another. "Which is the nearer to 
the God who made you, the prophet who is thus made to disarm you in the 
presence of ferocious brutality or the instinct that bids you fight and die 
that others may live7 • • • • The teaching that puts Jesus against these 
instincts would, if it were true, make it imp9ssible for me to remain his 
disciple; because fresh from the Infinite I hear voices within me that tell 
.3 
me that the conduct I have imagined is that of a coward and a sneak." 
Furthermore, holds Dr. Gordon, such an interpretation of the message 
of Jesus places in the wrong the great majority of _ the defenders of the 
world's civilization, including the two foremost American patriots, Washington 
and Lincoln. 11Is it not cruel, without evidence rising to demonstration, to 
deny to Jesus any part in the lives of those who founded the American republic, 
1. "Was Jesus a Pacifist!" pp.l4-15 2. Ibid., p.lo. 




in the lives of those who bled and died that it might be refounded in 
universal freedom1 Is it not shocking to exclude from the kingdom of Jesus 
the multitudes of heroic men and suffering women who have achieved for 
nations and races the opportunity to live, to gro~, and to make their 
imperishable contribution to the richness and fulness of our human world! 
For myself I cannot believe in any such attenuated Jesus, abstracted from 
the central conflict of the world, with no part in the tragedy of human 
history, a lovely incident only in the stern evolution of the Kingdom of 
1 
man." 
Having seen why Dr. Gordon finds a belief in the pacifism of Jesus 
to be untenable, we are ready to consider the positive arguments which he 
advances to prove that Jesus was not a pacifist. Thefoe he bases on his 
interpretations of three utterances of Jesus found in Scripture. 
In the opinion of Dr. Gordon, "Love your enemies" does not render 
helpless the righteous man, who otherwise might retaliate and defend him-
self against brutal outrage. With this passage, asserts Dr. Gordon, must 
be coupled those words of scathing denunciation spoken against sinners: 
"Ye serpents, ye generation of vipers, how shall ye escape the condemantion 
of hell1" "'Love your enemies"; certainly, but how! By punishment equal 
to their crime. That form of love every father knows, every mother; the 
love that refuses to inflict punishment upon the wrong-doer is not the 
love cherished by Christ •••• According to my interpretation of his 
teaching Jesus did love his enemies, and never more than when he spoke to 
the wickedest of them these terrible but truthful words:' Woe unto you 
scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye compass sea and land to make one 
proselyte; and when he is become so, ye make him twofold more the son of 
hell than yourselves.' Quote to me, by all means, the Lord's prayer upon 
the cross, for the poor ignorant men who nailed him to the tree: 'Father 




forgive them, for they know not what they do'; but join with those words 
of infinite tenderness these utterances of love's eternal indignation: 
' Woe unto vou scribes and Pharisees, hypocr ites! for ye are like unto 
" 
whited sepulchres, which outwardly appear beautiful but inwardly are full 
1 
of dead men's bones, and of all uncleanness~ 
Dr. Gordon finds no difficulty in those words of the Master: "Pray 
for them that persecute you"; but the prayer that he, as a Christian 
patriot, would offer for the foes of humanity is somewhat different from 
that whi ch the pacifist's interpretation of t his passage would sanction~ 
"The prayer that an honest man might offer for them in all sincerity is 
that they be sent along the fiery courses of discipline, over the burn-
i ng ways of just punishment and woe, that they be kept in the authentic 
world of judicial affliction till they see right to be might, till they 
behold 'the humanity of man as eternally sacred, till they turn in con-
fession of the infamies they have done, and pray for themselves in pro-
founde$penitence that they may be permitted to redress the wrongs they 
have committed against the honor of manki nd, and where that redress is im-
1 
possible, that they continue to atone for them by sacrifice and sorrow." 
"We come, finally, to the words of t he Master which, in my judgment, 
contain a conclusive negative answer to the question, Was Jesus a 
pacifist7 ' Render therefore unto Caesar t he things that are Caesar's, 
and unto God the things that are God's." This does not mean, affirms 
Dr. Gordon, that religion and politics should be completely separ~ted. 
"I understand J esus to teach that the things of religion are primarily 
in the sphere of the spirit, that they concern a man's standing, and 
the standing of •a race before God •••• Again, I understand that J esus 
meant to recognize the problems of national or imperial government, in 
their nature, and within their own sphere, as ultimate in society •••• 
l. "H~anity Invincible", pp.l0-11 
• 
There should be the enactment of just laws; the wise and impartial in-
terpretation of these laws; the sure enforcement of these just decisions 
1 
where men refuse voluntarily to abide by them." Dr. Gordon's belief 
that Jesus would sanction the employment of force as a final resort we 
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have already discussed (cf. above, sec. 2, pp.47-49), so that it requires 
no further elaboration here. 
"Do not confound Jesus with the sentimentalist; do not classify his 
gospel with sentimentalism •••• He is the leader of the ultimate in-
2 
vincibility of man against the dominion of the brute." Thus may we 
summarize Dr. Gordon's argument that Jesus was not a pacifist, which 
argument is manifestly an important link in the chain of reasoning under-
lying his attitude toward war . 
At first sight it is somewhat difficult to reconcile with the above 
line of thought a statement contained in a sermon delivered by Dr. Gordon 
on January 8, 1922. Discussing "The New i'!orld Mind" , he says, "Jesus came 
preaching peace, peace to them that were afar off, peace to them that were 
nigh , breaking down the middle wall of partition, and so making peace. He 
is the Prince of Peace, whose gospel is peace. Peace, Concord, Love is 
Father of the Universe, King of the Universe, and the source of all character, 
3 
hope, and joy among men. 11 This is not so inconsistent, however, as it might 
~ppear on the surfac e. The preacher is simply stating his belief in the peace-
making mission of Jesus, and does not necessarily contradict anything that 
he said five years previous, when he contended that Jesus sanctioned the 
use of force (and so war) as an ultimate appeal. In the opinion of Dr. 
Gordon, therefore, Jesus, whatever he may have thought about force as ·a final 
resort, was primarily the Apostle of Peace and Goodwill . 
In the light of what we found to be Dr. Gordon 's attitude toward war , 
1. "Was Jesus a Pacifist?", pp.l2-l3 2. "Humanity Invincible", p.ll 




it is interesting to observe how closely it harmonizes with his position 
with regard to military training. In fact , the latter appears to be a 
direct outgrowth of the former. "This Republic belongs to our people; . 
it is theirs to enjoy, to defend, to heighten in worth, and to transmit 
to future generations. • • • This is one of the reasons why I favor the. 
universal military training of all fit young men. It puts the nation 
into the imagination of youth, as their nation; it lifts the country be-
fore the eyes of our people as a glorious banner; it calls for service 
and hardship and trained manhood, and it gives in return a new conscious-
ness of the worth of the Republic . If you would love at your best, do 
something f or that which you love •••• 'Ilhe fountain of love is opened 
to the infinite depths only by unselfish service •••• Ask our youth ' 
to dream dreams of the country that is theirs, to train to defend it, 
in all times of need, as part of their obligation, and the Republic will 
open new fountains of loyalty and enthusiastic devotion in all hearts. 
Our ideal of education is of a nation universally trained for life and 
all its essential interests, and thus maintaining through all changes 
its democratic character, a nation loved, served and defended by a sover-
1 
eign people." 
In summing up the position taken by Dr . George A. Gordon, >?hat can 
we say1 "There are some things worth dying for.. Among these are the 
sanctity of womanhood, the safety of children, the security of the things 
essential to man's life, the integrity of the State, the ma jesty of right-
eousness, the honor and freedom of the United States of America (or any 
_ righteous nation). If these precious things can be secured by wise delay, 
by moral power alone , let us lift our hearts in thanksgiving to the High-
est; if moral power is finally set at naught, let the aggressor meet the 
invincible defender of the humanity of the nation and the humanity of 
l."American Loyalty", pp.l4-15. (delivered March 18,1917). 
52 
1 
the world.» But these words, truly as they represent Dr. Gordon's attitude, 
do not exhaust it. They fail to do justice to the whole mind of a great 
religious personality. For Dr . Gordon, striving to interpret what he be-
lieves to be the will of God, has reached greater heights than these---a 
world vision which the religion of Christ alone can give. 
This broader view of the venerated minister is clearly revealed in 
his sermon on »The New }iorld Mind" , where he asks, "What is the duty of the 
Christian Church1 • • • • Must it not possess a world-vision, and fall into 
line with all the other historic and contemporary agencies at work to change 
the dominating force in this world from a pagan to a Christian mind! 'I 
saw,' said a seer, 'a new heaven and a new earth wherein dwelleth right-
eousness.• •••• When you get that vision you speedily begin to have the 
other, a new earth where man is no longer regarded as the foe but as the 
friend of his brother, and where a new effort is made to combine in a 
greater and ever greater fellowship for the good of the whole, for the 
2 
elimination of strife and the banishment from the world of a brutal mind." 
Dr. Gordon's fundamental conception of war, corresponding entirely 
with that stated at the outset, is revealed in his discussion of the 
Washington Disarmament Conference in 1922. "Here are delegations from all 
the~e powerful peoples, intent upon creating a new world mind at one point, 
anxious and determined to drive the love of war and the sense of its bene-
fits out of the mind of man, resolute in the effort to drive out the in-
fernal lie that •• man is the natural enemy of man; resolute in the 
attempt to drive in the conviction that war is hell even for the victorious 
nation, and that man is the natural friend and helper of his fellowman, 
and that upon this foundation rests the whole civilization of the world, 
1. "~as Jesus a Pacifist!", p.l5. 2. "The New 'Norld Mind", p.B ,9. 
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so far as we have a civilization." 
Though he does not offer any detailed program for peace, and while 
he steadfastly contends that Jesus was not a pacifist, Dr. Gordon finds 
the final solution to the problem of war in the life and teachings of the 
Christ ghose Gospel he preaches. "Nothing, my friends, nothing on earth, 
under earth, or any•.vhere, can avert war and reconcile man to man and 
establish a fellowship in kindness, a solemn league and covenant of human-
ity, but the endeavor to think as Jesus thought, to love as He loved, and 
to serve as He served. And I sometimes think that I hear in the wail of 
the wind that comes over the broad Atlantic at night the accents of a 
hundred thousand American dead calling upon us in God's name and in the 
name of humanity to learn, from childhood to old age, from the cradle to 
the grave, to think as Jesus thought, to love as He loved and to serve 
as He served, and with this great message in the moaning air, 'Then we 
shall be glad that to His mighty sacrifice we joined the sacrifice of 
2 
our youth, then we shall know that we did not die in vain.'" 
1. "The New \'Jorld Mind", p. 7. 2. "National Convalescence", pp.9-10 
Chapter V 
John Haynes Holmes 
1 
"War is the sum of all villainies and peace the sum of all blessings." 
As a whole-hearted ch~~pion of the cause of pacifism , a confi rmed 
devotee of the policy of non-resistance, and an enthusiastic advocate of ih.Q 
movement for the outlawry of war, Dr. John Haynes Holmes is unsurpassed 
in America today. His utterances constitute a classic exposition of the 
pacifistic position. With a sanity and rationality born of keen in-
tel1ectual insight and high spiritual ideals, fostered by wide acquaint-
ance with history and biography , and strengthened by depth of religious 
fervor and love for mankind , Dr. Holmes has presented a stirring indict-
ment of war which is at once a convincing argument for peace. He goes 
beyond this, however, and offers a practical program for the institution 
and perpetuation of world-wide peace. His whole position , while totally 
devoid of barren sentimentalism, is shot through with the genuine religion 
of a dynamic personality. 
Unlike the majority of American Christian leaders, Dr. Holmes has 
gone the full way in his stand on the war question. He is a thorough-
going non-resistant---a pacifist of the pacifists. This is forcibly dem-
onstrated in the words which best summarize his whole attitude toward 
2 
war: "~iJar is never justifiable at any time or under any circu.rnstances. 
No man is wise enough, no nation is important enough, no human interest 
is precious enough, to justify the wholesale destruction and murder which 
constitute the essence of war. • • • War is hate, and hate has no place 
within the human heart. War is death, and death has no place within the 
realms of life. \!Jar is hell, and hell has no more place in the human 
order then in the divine." 
l. "New ',liJars for Old." p.29 
2 . "Ne·;; ·:vars for Old." pp.282-284, from sermon delivered March 7,1915. 
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Dr. Holmes' attitude toward war in general is best elaborated in 
Chapter VIII of his book, "New Wars for Old", where he considers the 
question, "Is lJV ar Ever Justifiable?" Here he begins by at tempting to 
55 
clear up certain popular illusions concerning the justifiability of war. 
In the first place, war is often justified on the ground that it kindles 
and keeps alive within the human heart the heroic virtues. 1!Jhile recogniz-
ing the heroic qualities and noble ideals which are sametimes engendered by 
war, the author holds that these by-products are greatly overbalanced by 
a predominance of "the blackest passions to which the human breast is heir". 
Fires produce individual valour, says Dr. Holmes, while plagues and ep-
idemic s are accompanied by almost unbelievable devotion and sacrifice on 
the part of physicians and nurses, but these results do not justify the 
evils which produce them. 
Secondly, war is often justified by the sincerity of the motives and 
the purity of the ideals which lie behind it. The author attempts to dis-
prove the validity of this tenet of the militarists by holding that the 
same motives and desires are invariably present on both sides to an equal 
degree. Such motives, he avers, may justify the parsons involved, but 
never the acts which they perform. 
In the third place, justification for war has been found in the 
favorable results which it may accomplish. Dr. Holmes admits that great 
good has often accrued as a consequence of war, but insists that war in 
itself is wholly evil, and like other disasters and catastrophes cannot 
by justified merely on the basis of its possible beneficent effects. "If 
the phenomenon of war is to be justified at all, it must be justified, 
in the last analysis, like every other social phenomenon, simply and sole-
ly by i.ts relation to the great fact of life---by the contribu.ti o!l which 
1 
it makes , or does not make, to the wholeness of man's existence on earth ." 
1. "New ?Jars for Old." p.275 
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Having set up life itself as the ultimate test for any institution, 
Dr. Ho lmes endeavors to show that war does not serve to enlarge, liberate, 
or ennoble the lives of men. Thus he is led to say that "War is the 
exact ant ithesis of 'life more abundai1tly'---the enemy of everything t hat 
1 
makes for life and the friend of everything that makes for death!" The 
author offers a three-fold proof for this statement. (1) V'Jar kills, it 
destroys the body. It slaughters not only those who actually take part 
in battle, but also countless multitudes who die from starvation and the 
ravages of invading armies. Home s , cities, and harvest fields are laid 
waste. (2) But life is far more than bodily existence, and international 
conflict also 11mutilates the spirit 11 • War involves the minds and souls 
of men; it transforms them into animals overnight. Their thoughts, their 
ideals, their faith,---all these are affected; while music, art, liter-
ature, and all forms of learning are paralyzed or destroyed. (3) War 
destroys not only those living during the conflict, but also the unborn 
future generations of those sacrificed on the field of battle, who always 
compris e the strongest and noblest of the world's youth. 
In t he popular mind, says Dr. Holmes, two particular kinds of wars 
are thought to be excepted; those fought in defense of some great 
principle, and those fought in defense of nationality. He doe s not 
hesitate, however, to place these on a plane with all other wars . First, 
wars on behalf of ideals are never justified, for there is always a better 
way o f securing the desired object. The failure to find this better way 
does not justify us in employing the avil method. In the second place, 
while expreasing doubts as to the occurrence of any such thing as purely 
defensive war, Dr. Holmes places under the ban this type of armed con-
flict. 1his he does on two grounds. (l) 11 No defence of a nation is a 
real defence un~e ss it be a defence of the spirit, and against a defence 
l. 11New Wars for Old 11 pp.277-278 
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of this kind the arms of the flesh are ineffectual." Culture, learn-
ing, vision, spiritual leadership,---these ~ill survive all a1cmed 
attacks and eventually conquer the invaders. (2) Granting the strength 
and purity of such instincts as patriotism and love of country, Dr. 
Holmes believes that true patriotism will not be willing to injure or 
destroy others even in the defence of country. True patriotism he de-
fines as 11 a devotion to those with whom we are politically and socially 
akin, fulfilling itself in devotion to the whole with which we are 
2 
spiritually akin." The highest patriotism is not love of nation , but 
love of kind---all humanity. 
Such is the attitude toward war of Dr. Holmes. Such was his 
attitude before and during the World War. He was one of the fe'i1 who~e 
views were not changed by what happened between 1914 and 1918. Thus 
even a writer as satirical as Granville Hicks is prompted to say, 11When 
one calls the roll of war-time pacifists, three names come to mind: 
Dr. John Haynes Holmes, Bishop Paul Jones, and Dr . Jenkins Lloyd Jones. 
3 
There were others---but not many. 11 This pacifistic position was main-
tained, however, not without a gruelling mental struggle. Concerning 
this Dr. Holmes says, in substance,"I experienced a terrible struggle, 
4 
and great horror and agony in breaking away from the mass mind. 11 He 
was assailed by doubts as to whether he might be mistaken in opposing 
practically everybody. On April 1 1 1917, the day before President 
Wilson appeared before Congress to ask for a declaration of war, Dr. 
Holmes laid bare his whole mind before his congregation in New York, 
giving them liberty to discharge him if they preferred a leader in line 
with the war-time policy of the government. After the United States 
had entered the war , he felt that he ought to find some way of helping 
l."New 1Nars for Old." p .289 2 ."Patriotism Is Not Enough." pp.vii,viii 
3. "The American Mercury" , Feb .19 27, Vol. X., No. 38 ,pp.l29-142 
4.Interview, December 4,1927. 
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those who .were trying to make the war serve a good purpose . Reco5~izing 
t wo great groups of people who favored the war: those who advocated the 
wholesa le slaughter of the barbarian Germans, and those who believed 
that war was necessary to make the world safe for democracy; Dr. Holmes 
trl~d to find a way of supporting the latter party, but conscience forbade. 
And so, throughout the waJ.·, he devoted himself to furthering the highest 
ideals of American democracy, and keeping alive th~ spirit of goodwill 
and interna~ional bro~herhood through which a durable peace might some 
day be established. All that has happened since the war has served mere-
ly to strengthen and reinforce his position. 
Having seen the absolute stand taken by Dr. Holmes in oppositon to 
vmr , we are ready to investigate somewhat more deeply the reasons for his 
pacifistic tendencies. At the heart of his attitude is a firm belief in 
the efficacy of non-resistance as opposed to the use of force in the 
settlement or internatio:ual "difficulties. His doctrine of non-resistance 
emanates, in turn, frum considerations which are simultaneously rational, 
humanitarian, and religious in their origin. 
In his book, '"New Wars for Old", Dr. Hol~es endeavors to set forth 
the fallacies inhering in the employment of force as a final resort. In 
holding that the use of force is never necessary or justifiable, he shows 
that its sanction under certain conditions opens the way for its use in 
all conditions. Thus, since it is impossible to confine it within reason-
able bounds, its employment cannot be justified eith~r for those suffering 
frum oppression or for purposes of self-defence. nis it right to use force 
as the 'ultima ratio' in the ba~tle against oppression and h~lpless other-
wise to gain freedom! Is it right to use force in self-defence?---then 
may any man, ne.tion or religion, sweep the world with ravage that securi~y 
may be sec~· ed by world dominion% The logic of force is in the one case 
1 
anarchy, anu in the other case, murder, persecution, and universal war." 
t.nNew Wars for Old" , p.64 
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Dr. Holmes attem~ts to refute the sta~ement that man is by nature 
a fighting animal, and traces the development of the evolutionary process. 
Admitting that all relationships of life began on th~ basis of physical 
control, he shows how, in the higher forms of life, isolation has given 
way to association, conflict to cooperation, and self-assertion to selt-
sacrifice. Force has been given its chance, but it has failed. "Today 
he (man) is solving his problems and reacning his goal just to the extent 
that he is ~ving the courage and wisdom to put his perfect trust in love. 
Force avails nothing, secures nothing, achieves nothing. • • • If man is 
today something more than an animal in c~racter, his superiority may 
perhaps be more truly attributed to the fact that h~ has li~tle by little 
subdued the flesh to the spirit, mastered force in favor of love, than to 
1 
any other one thing." Force, according to Dr. Holmes, brings neither 
peace nor security, and fails utterly to guarantee high and noble life. 
It nhas no connection with abundant lii e, save as it chokes its springs, 
diverts its flow, and poisons its purity •••• It is in spite of war, 
2 
and n~ver because of war, that the spirit of man attains." After dis-
cussing the question in detail, he summarizes his views when he says, 
''The failure of force, as a working principle, •••• is demonstrated by 
the biological history of the race; it is demonstrated by the social 
3 
relationships of men; it is demonstrated by the rise and fall of states." 
Over against force Dr• Holmes sets up the doctrine of non-resistance, 
which he defines as "the abandonment once for all of physical fo.a:ce as a 
4 
method of destroying evil and establishing good." He denies both the 
eff icacy and th~ privilege of resort to force as a means of overcoming 
force. But non-resistance, he points out, is by no m~ans a passive, 
cowardly acquiescence to evil and indifference to goou. Rather is it 
t. "New Wars for Old.n p.97 
3. Ibid, p.110 
2. Ibid., p. 109 
4. Ibid, p.13B 
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aggres s ive, active, dynamic, morally militant, spiritually chivalrous. It 
means simply ''the lifting of resistance to evil from the physical to th~ 
1 
mora l plane.u 
Non-resistance, Dr, Holmes asserts, is entirely practicable, for it 
is the active embodim~nt of two great laws: that like begets like; and 
that spirit conq_uers flesh. Love on the part of the oppressed will pro-
duce love in the oppressor, and the spiritual resis"tance or th~:: une will 
evem:;ually triumph over the physical force of the other. In "New Wars 
for Old", the author cites innume.~.-aole insi..ances, both individual and · 
2 
national, to prove the practicability of' non-resistance. Among the fore-
most of tht::se examples might be m~ntioned Buddha, Isaiah, Jesus, the 
Church Fathers, the ~kers movement, and the Socialists today. He shows 
that the gres test advances in the fields or family, industrial, national, 
and international relationships have been made where love a.ud non-
resistance were employed, The principle, Dr. Holmes holds,''never failethu 
because of its own falsity, but because of halfheartedness and lack of 
faith on the part of those who seek to apply it.nPractically, it is the 
tried and tested rule of life of tnose who have had faith to see, courage 
3 
to dare, and strength to endure.' 
In an in~erview on December 4,1926, the writer asked Dr. Holmt::s the 
relative degree to which his pacifistic ideals were rational, humanitarian, 
and religious in their origin. The substance of Dr. Holmes' reply leaves 
no doubt as to the basis for his position. "In the first placen, he said, 
"non-resistance is wholly reasonable. Secondly, it is the answer of in-
telligence to the humanitarian appeal. In tne end, however, its founuation 
is chiefly religious. Non-resistance is the logic of a socialized religion, 
Where tht::re is a proper attitude toward God, non-resistance necessarily 
follows. There is a spiritual force in life---a spiritual power matching 
1. "New Wars for Old", p, 139 2. Ibid., pp. 14 t-262 
J. Ibid., pp,260-26 t 
physical power. Non-resistauce is the technique fo.L· the utilizavion of 
this spiritual power, and the religious man will apply this technique. •• 
One of tne great needs in the world today, thinks Dr. Holmes, is a 
means for developing the spiritual force which is present in the universe. 
We have discovered and applied on a large scale the technique for using 
electricity, for instance, but we have not, like the Quakers, mastered 
the proper technique for the utilization of spiritual force. 
Dr. Holmes, while not an orthodox believer in the divinity of C~·ist, 
states ·Gh.:..t his attitude toward war has been determined "very largely" by 
his appreciation of the message of Jesus. Thus he said when interviewed, 
11Jesus had a lofty stature, in my mind, more because of his attitude toward 
peace th~ for any other rea~ons. His standards were quite as valuable 
from a national standpoint as from that of individual ethics . He never 
for an instant compromised with the Maccabean metnod of throwing off 
oppression. In any consideration of peace and non-resistance, Jesus is 
the crowning example of all time. u 
Perhaps the best summary of Dr. Holmes' attitude, together with his · 
reasons for assuming it, 'is found in the sermon delivered to his peopltl 
on the eve of America's en1irance into the Great War. "I do not deny that 
war, like polyg~, slavery and cannibalism, vms inseparable from early 
and low stages of social lire. I do not deny t~t war, like pestilence, 
famine and conflagration, has often helped forward the civilization of 
mankind, for thus does God make tht:: wrath, as well as the agony of man, to 
praise him. I do not even deny that th~re have been times in the past 
wh~n war, like the storms of the sea, has seemed to be unavoidable. What 
I do deny is that these facts of history touch in any remotest way the 
judgm~nt of ethics and religion that war is wrong, or should swerve by so 
much as a hair's breadth tht:: decision of any one of us to ~ve nothing to 
do with it. War is in open an utter violation of Christianity. If war 
is right, then Clu.-is'tia.nity is wrong, false, a lie. If Christianity is 
right, then war is wrong , f a lse, a lie. The God revealed by Jesus, and 
by every great spiritual leader of the r ace, is no God of ba~ tles. He 
lir~s no sword---he asks no sacr ifice of blood. He is the fath~r of all 
men, Jew and Gentile, bund and free. His spirit is love, his rule is 
peace, his mvthod of persuasion is forgiveness. His l aw, a s interpreted 
and promulgated by the Nazarene, is 'love on~ another', 'resist not evil 
with evil', • • • .'overcome evil with good' •••• Such a God and such 
a l~w , others may reconcile with war, if they can. I cannot---and what 
1 
I cannot do, I will not profess to do. n 
We have sought to trace Dr. John Haynes Holmes' contention t hat war 
in all its forms is an unmitigated evil. We have seen, further, t hat the 
fundamental basis for his position is primarily religious. It remains 
for us to discover what practica l program he has to offer for the removal 
of this evil and the gubstitution of world-wide peace. In this connection 
he admits again that war is often accompanied by certain virtues, ·but in-
sists t~.t these so-called heroic virtues can be fostered equa~ly well 
in peace th.L·ough the organization of society for strife against nature and 
envir onmental ills. The subs'ti'tUtion of conquest of the world's evils for 
murder of the world's m~ will preserve all of the manly virtues of 
militarism, at the same time avoiding all the horrors of the war system. 
But Dr. Holmes does not stop with this idealistic dream, for he realizes 
that "the first condition of such a redemption of peace is the total and 
2. 
permanent abolition of war • .,. "Peace will come when we really believe 
} 
in peace enought to walk steadfastly in its ways. " 
Writing in ttThe Wor ld Tomorr ow" for November , 1926, Dr. Holmes 
point s out two possible methods for dealing with the problem: regulation 
t. Sermon,ustatement to My People on the Eve of War . " , April 1,1'9 17 .( Ou't or 
2."New War s for Old." p.}2.5 3· Ibid., p. 2.54 Pr int) · 
of war, and abolition of war. Up to the present time our code of inter-
national law has been based on the former method, which has failed 
repeatedly. In other words, regulation has fa~led to regulate! The failure 
of this ~thod was demonstrated conclusively in thy Great War, and ye~ the 
peace-promoting institutions which the world has built up since that time 
are all founded upon the same principles. Both the League of Nations and 
the present World Court depend ultimately on the appeal to force---on a 
system which legalizes and institutionalizes war. nThe League of Nations 
· is at most and best a part of the existing order for decl~ring and making 
war •••• Its unique achievement, if it actually prove to be such, is 
the transfer of the war-making power from the several n~tions of the world 
to itself as a cen~ral oody •••• The League of Nations can operate for 
t 
peace only as part of an already tixisting system of peace. n Regula"ting 
and restrictive measures can accomplish li~tle so long as war is recognized 
a s a legal institution in our international life. They do not abolish 
armaments and military preparation, and so the menace of war remains. 
To remove this manifest dlfriculty Dr. Holmes, along with Senator 
William E. Borah, Samuel o. Levinson, John Dewey, and others proposes 1;he 
substitution of abolition for regulation---"the Outlawry of War". This 
2 
Outlawry program, in 1;he words o.L' Dr. Holmes, provides four things: 
(1) tha1; international law shall be rewritten, or recodified, 
in terms of peace instead of war, thus making peace and 
not war our ninstitution"; 
(2) that war shall definitely be outlawed as a crime under the 
law of nations; 
(3) that a world court, clothed wi1;h inherent and affirmative 
powers of jurisdiction, shall be established to settle 
disputes hitherto settled by the dread arbitramen1; of 
arms; and 
(4) that universal disarmament sha ll follow on outlawry by 
join1; agreement among the nations. 
1. "The World Tomorrow", Nov., t926, p.206 (Outlawry of War-A Policy of Aboli"iiion) 
2.. Ibid., p.2.07 
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such a policy, contends Dr. Holme s , will give war the status of a 
crime rather than that of an institution, and will result in a . society 
ordered in terms, not of war , but of peace. Dr. Holmes defends the 
Outlawry plan by calling it 11 an almost painfully obvious application to 
the war problem of precisely the same device which ended infanticide, 
chattel slavery 1 piracy, duelling, and the saloon. What the conscience 
b ud condemned as wrong, the law outlawod, and therewith ended, as a 
crime •••• It is an example on a vast scale of the simpl e social 
practise of enacting law as the judgment and weapon of the community 
1 
against an evil which must be destroyed because it cannot be tolerated. 11 
Dr. Holmes sees in Outlawry the provision of the conditions . 
necess n.ry for a successful fight against war. Heretofore the peace-
maker has been handicapped because he wa s the assailant of the established 
wo1•ld order, while the militarist has been the defender of this order---
a hero and a patriot. And so this champion of peace urges, 11 Put the 
l aw on the side of the peace-maker and not the war-maker, cast the 
mi litarist in prison for urging war instead of tho pacifist for oppos ing 
war , and things wil l verily begin to change. Here is the tru e magic 
of Outlawry---it establishes by l aw a world ordered in terms of peace, 
1 
and thus friendly and not hostile to the works of peace. 11 
Dr. Holmes does not claim that Outlawry will miraculously and in-
stanteously destroy all war. What he does hold, however, is that it 
will launch the first truly effective attack against it, and thus pave 
the way for its final and complete abolition. For him, Outlawry is the 
way out. 
l. 11Tbe Christian Century 11 , Dec.23,1926, p.l587 
Chapter VI 
Lynn Harold Hough 
"The peace of fact is not the pe c.ce of principle." 
---Amiel. 
"Peace is a goddess only wh en she comes with sword 
girt on thigh. " 
---Roosevelt. 
One cannot s~1dy the writings of Dr. Lynn Harold Hough without 
feeling himself in the presence of a great personality. His is a 
mind characterized by a remarkable capacity for progres sive, dynamic, 
synthetic thought---yet thought that is capable of practical applica-
tion. His brand of thinking deals not with abstractions, but with 
ac tualities. ~hila deeply intellectual, he is none the less practic al; 
though idealistic, he is none the less scientific. Philosophically , he 
"sees lif e stee.dily and sees it whole"; practically, he applies this 
vision of life as it is in the effort to make life what it ought to be. 
Dr. Hough 1 s attitude toward war is, therefore , based u_:::>on and 
governed by a careful consideration of the facts. He attaches little 
importanc e to irresponsible sentiment and the reasoning of "the shelter-
ed , ac ~demic mind ", and insists upon meeting conditions as they exist. 
"\Jhen you ignore facts", holds Dr . Hough , "you alv1ays make the dis -
covary in the end that they do not ignore you. We cannot have too much 
l 
noble idealism, providing it is wi lling to face the facts." The 
dominating factor throughout his discussion of the war problem is this 
insistence upon the necessity for facing concrete facts. The key to 
his whole position is his recognition of the fact that evil exists and 
must be dealt with in the mos t effective way. 
Dr . Hough agrees ~ith the rest of mankind that war is a horrible 
l."The Clean Sword.", p.25. 
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thing. But even horrible things are sometimes justifiable and necessary. 
The character of a war, in his opinion, depends upon the cause or pur-
pose for ,,;hich it is waged. "A sword has no character until you use it. 
Th ere is nothing fundamentally good about it. Th ere is nothing fun-
drun entally bad about it. It is ethically neutral until it is drawn and 
1 
y;ielded ; and t hen the cc::..'..ls e gives char acter to the swor d." Dr . Hough 
is out of syrepathy with those who regard physical existence a s life's 
supr eme value. "If there is something more val'..lable t han physical l i fe , 
then if physical life gets in the way of t hat mor e valuable t h i ng , the 
2 
t hing of supreme value must have the right of way." I n his estimatio n , 
t he re are things of gre ater value than the physic al life. Some of these 
t hi ng s are ideals, honor, liberty, the mor al life . The s e must of ten be 
pul'Chases at the price of physical existence. "Nothing which we va lne, 
nothi ng which we prize, come s to us without th e mark of the bloo d of 
t hose who die that we might posses s it. War is a terrible t h ing. But 
a more te r rible t hing is the attitude of the man who prizes life mo r e 
3 
t han the t hings which give life value." 
Dr. Hough emphasi~es again and a~ain the necessity for t he use of 
force , of the sword, of wa;.A, in order to pel~petuate the things v;hich give 
worth and meaning to human li f e. In the first place, the sword must be 
utilizec, to protect the good from the ravages of evil. "In the world 
where we dwell goodness is safe only v:hile it is stronger than evil. The 
fundamental question is not a question of fi ghting evil. It i s a question 
of fighting evil or of watching the destruction of good. . . • The whole 
structur·e of life as we know it has been built up by men who have been 
v'Jill ing to fight to protect all that was pr ecious from invading ferocious 
hostjlity which had a perf ect passion f or destruction •••• There is 
l."The Clean Sword.", p.9. 2. Ibid., p .lO. 




only one kind of a world where a real man can refuse to use force for the 
protection of those whom he loves against invading evil: that is a ''JOrl d. 
1 
where there is no invading evil." Unfortunately, our world contains evil. 
Dr. Hough a w1its that there are other methods besides force for 
protection against evil . He heartily approvos the use of gentler methods . 
Realiz ing that >7rath is often turned away by a soft answer or by wise and 
tactful dipl omacy, he heartily approves the employment of such methods when 
ther e is any possibility of their being successful . He believes , never-
theless , that there are occasions wh en evil continues in spite of such gentle 
efforts to turn it aside. "lJJhen these times come the question reduces it-
self to the use of force or the leaving unprotected of t hose who have a 
right to look to us for defense •• •• The only safety for the world lies 
in the forces of good will being stronger than th8 forces of i ll will at 
the def inite point of physical might and its moral and intellectual control." 
If force is necessary for protection ag&inst evil , it is equally 
necess ary for the preservation of law and o~der. Every step in the advance 
from chaos to order has been made possible by the force potentially or 
actively employed by the people of good will. Dr. Hough l eaves no doubt as 
to his convictions regarding the relation between force and law. "Legisla ... 
tion without force back of it is utterly impotent when it comes to dealing 
with t he shrewd , al ert , and remorseless bad will of a community • • • • In 
a world of organ:i_zed badness the only strength which can be trusted is 
such an org&nized goodness as shall put fear into the hearts of evildoers . 
, • • • The only saf ety of the f orces of good will is in their being stronger 
3 
than the forces of ill will , and in their being ready t o use that strength." 
Dr. Hough ' s reasons for taking such a pronounced stand are found in 
t wo clearly formulated principles, which reveal a definite recognition of 
1 . "The Clean Sword" , pp . 26,28,31 2 . Ibid., pp . 32 , 35 





the efficacy of good will: 
"First . The basis of law is not in force. The basis of law is that 
noble good will which joyously and eagerly des ires the best for me!'! . If 
there were no eagerly and spontaneously good desire in the world , there 
would be no basis for good l aws . The glory of good laws is that they 
rest at last upon good hearts. 
'"Second . But there is a resistance to good. There is evil v1ill. 
There are evil hearts. There are evil men and women. They will scorn 
any argument not based upon a power which they fear and must respect. 
They would tear down the whole fabric of law and order. The only way to 
save t he world from them is · by forcing them to abstain fro m evil, to 
turn from ways of disorder and to walk in ways of orderliness. So it is 
necessary for la\'1 to have a sword. As long as there is malignant evil 
in the worl d, law will be treated as a ' scrap of paper ' unless actual 
1 
force is brought to it s support ." 
The use of the sword has been repeatedly necessary in the progress 
of Christian civilization. It was necessary at Tours in 732, when Charles 
Martel defended the very future of the race against the warriors of Islam. 
It was nec essary in the sixteenth century in order to repel a second 
menacing invasion of the Turks. It was necessary in America in 1776 when 
the ideals and principles of political democracy hung in tho balance. It 
was necessary in 1861 to protect from within the principles on which tha 
American damocracy was founded. Finally , it was necess ary in 1914 when 
the moral and spiritual civilization of the world was endangered by the 
barbarous advances of Prussian militarism . Occasions such as these re-
quire that "the sword of civilization" be unshe athed. 
Simil arly , force is sometimes necessary for the preservation of 
justice . "Justice as a gracious ideal l eaves many men untouched. And 
l."The Clean Sword" , pp . 51-52 
• 
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there are enough of these men to di srupt the life of any co~munity. Justice 
as a power to enfor ce its behests soon turns chaos into order, and the 
devotees of injustice learn to do from fear what they would never do f rom a 
1 
sense of right." 
There is, likewi se, a place for the use of armed force in order to 
i nsure the growth of the spirit of brotherhood. "Whenever organiz ed un-
brotherliness tri es to conquer the world, 11 affirms Dr. Hough , 11 the sword 
of brotherhood must be unsheathed in order to make the world safe for 
friendliness. The conflict may be sternly hard and terribly long. But it 
must be fought out in the name of brotherliness itself •••• The forces of 
brotherhood must be obviously and effectively str onger than the unbrotherly 
2 
forces , if brothe1·hood is to have a real place in the -:;orld. 11 
Dr . Hough is not content with point ing out the necessity for the use 
of force i n defense of these sacred achievements of civilization. He goes 
beyo nd this , a ssumes the offensive , and attacks with dilige nce what he 
regards as the sentimentc.l idealism of the doctrine of non-resis t ance . 
Complete devotion to the principles of non-re sistance, in hi~ est i mati on , 
i nvo l ves a logic which 11 no man can accept and retain hi :> ethical sanity . 
I t is a contradiction of the very nature of ethics in the name of a 
3 
supposed ethical demand." 
More than this, hon .. resistance is not eff ective. A minority of ten 
thousand unscrupulous men woul d rob and ravish to their hearts ' content 
1n a country of ten million non-resisters. The sentimental idealist says, 
"'I f we just go on be i ng brotherly , will not hatred become ashamed of its 
fierc eness and turn tender ! If we accept exploitat ion with humble hearts 
v1i ll not t he oxploi t er become ashamed and give us ju::Jtic e7 1 The answer 
is that he will not . He wil l despise us fo r our friendly smile and go 
on doing deeds of cruelty •••• The dreaming i dealism which assumes that 
1 . 11 The Clean Sword", p .75 2. Ibid., pp .l02~103 
3 . Ibid. , p .llO 
• 
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you disarm a determined foe by refusing to fight him simply reveals its 
incapacity to see clearly the most ordinary facts with regard to the 
selfi shness and evil which make a place for themse l ves in human life. 
Only in a world which had no men of determined ill will would non-
resistance be practicable. Only in a world where selfishness never led 
men to cruel deeds would non-resistance be feasible. In the world in 
which we live good will is safe only when it is definitely and effect-
ively stronger than ill will. If Christianity commands its adherents 
never to defend t hemselves against attacking evil, it is running straight 
1 
against the facts of life." Such is Dr. Hough's estimate of the policy 
of non-resistance. It is interesting to note in this connection the wide 
divergence of opinion between Dr. Hough and Dr. John Haynes Holmes. We 
must differentiate, however, between the active, aggressive, spiritual 
non-resistance advocated by Dr. Holmes, and the passive, cowering non-
resistance attacked by Dr. Hough. 
One of the most interesting features of Dr. Hough's argument on 
the war problem is his discussion of Jesus' attitude toward the use of 
force. In claiming the authority of Jesus for his position, he employs 
a method that is unique and distinctive---a method which reveals in strik-
ing manner the originality of his thinking. His argument is based on 
Jesus' prophecies concerning the ultimate universe. "When we come to the 
teaching of Jesus we are confronted by one tremendous and inescapable fact. 
With sad, stern finality he taught the doctrine of hell. So far from be-
lieving in the doctrine of the moral and spiritual infallibility of the 
friendly smile, he taught that even in the final universe malignant evil 
would have to be restrained by the sheer force of Almighty God. • • • • 
With words torn with a sense of tragedy and terrible in their conscious-
ness of the far-reaching issues, he taught that in the ultimate universe 
le"The Cle an Sword"., pp.l03,lll 
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there will be personalities so finally bent on resistance that only the 
force of the Almighty will can restrain them. • • • 
"The truth is that Jesus's whole view of the ultimate universe 
incorporates force for the control of malignant evil. And, of course, 
he could not~ supposed~~~~~ time~~ cannot~ in 
eternity.* 
"We are dealing here not with a philosophy of hell, but with Jesus's 
attitude toward the matter of force. We may admit that a man who excludes 
force from his theory of life may have his philosophical reasons, but he 
has ~right ~ claim ~ authority ~ Christ.* That authority simply 
1 
belongs on the other side of the controversy." 
Jesus not only recognized that force would be inevitable even in the 
ultimate universe, but also knew that his coming would intensify the earth-
ly conflict between good and evil. This is shown most clearly in his 
epigrammatic utterance, "I came not to send peace, but a sword." 
"The truth is that there were two aspects to the ministry of Jesus 
and to his outlook on ·the future. They supplemented each other, and there 
is no contradiction between them. Jesus was an evangelist. He was also 
2 
a Judge. He came to be a Saviour. He was also a King." 
Jesus knew better than anyone else the great value of willing alle• 
giance. His whole life was given over to the task of winning men's hearts 
through the challenging power of his forgiving love. He went to great 
lengths in employing the methods of love and friendship, ever striving to 
gain men's spontaneous devotion. His evangelism, therefore, was 
characterized by a non-resistant attitude toward evil, and many men of 
imperfect character, like Zaccheus, were converted, startled at his re-
peated offers of friendship. "He wanted every age to have men who would 
1. "The Clean Sword", pp.l22,123,124. 2. Ibid., pp.l24-125. 
*Underlining the writer's, not Dr. Hough's. 
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approach hardness with tenderness, and in his splendid paradoxical fashion 
he flung the chal l enge of his word,'Resist not evil,' to them ••••• It 
was meant to be interpreted in the light of his own resilient personality 
and his use of challenging hyperbole •••• 
11But no one knew better than he that there is a limit to this sort 
of approach. And no one expressed it more definitely. He went farther 
than any other man in the abandon of his joyous self-giving to the un-
deserving, but he made it clear with stern emphasis that this did not mean 
that the universe was so gentle that the perverse could risk being pre-
sumptuous. If a man would not accept his friendship, ~e would have to 
meet him as a Judge. If a man repudiated what he offered as a winsomQ 
Saviour, a man would have to meet him as a great King. His words of doom 
have a terrible ring to them. Though they are vague, there is an awe and 
unspeakable sternness in the very vagueness •••• 
"Jesus will go as far in tender forgiving invitation as he can go 
without risking the moral structure of the universe. At that point he 
becomes granite. Love itself must become a sword to save the world from 
shipwreck. 
11We may say, then, that Jesus approached men to win their willing 
allegiance. Upon that he built the kingdom of God. If that was finally 
refused, he warned men of the terrible consequences in as terrible words 
as aver fall from human lips. • •• Even in the part of his career 
dedicated to friendliness---for the incarnation was an adventure in friend-
liness and the period of judicial administration belonged to the future---
even in the days of winsome invitation Jesus drove the money-changers from 
the temple. And in flashes of his ethical indignation we see how far he 
was from that pliant graciousness which characterizes some men's thoughts 
of him. We have a right to protect those fundamental verities which were 
more priceless than life itself to Jesus •••• A sword defending order 
• 
and law and virtue and civilization has a righ~ to appeal to him for 
approval and support •••• The sword which restrains a malignant evil 
t 
which would ruin the world is the sword or Christ." 
Force, ~hen, may som~times be necessary to insure the triumph of 
7} 
good over evil. War may sometimes be the only way to prevent a criminal 
nation from destroying the very foundations of civilization itself. There 
is in the world a constant menace to peace, generated by lawless ambition, 
bad will, selfish interests, and mutual distrust. The forces or evil will 
continu~ to plunge humanity into unethical wars---unless humanity is wise 
enough to adopt proper preventative measures. The urgent question is, 
therefore, How may the world be protected from the incessant activi~y uf 
this form or ethical bad will? Dr. Hough is convinced that such protection 
can be assured in only one way: 
"When we examine the matter closely we see that its solu"tion lies in 
the resort to sqme power stronger than the nation. • • • The only way 1io 
prevent national antagonisms .for eventuating in struggles which are the 
expression of national rivalry rather than of ethical principle is "to 
have an international organization with power back of it, whose function is 
to put a judicial and restraining hand upon fierce and selfish nation~: 
leaping at each other's throats. 
"The real safety of the world at this point involves an organization 
of civilization itself for the purposes of dealing with the problems which 
mak~ nations go mad with the lust for fight. This international organization 
must have no secret diplomacy, and it must tolerate no secret diplomacy. It 
must deal with the acute problems of a supreme court of the world, and it 
must be the vehicle of international justice and not of national ambition. 
It must be charged in particular with securing the rights and the full 
opportunities needed by small backward peoples. It must save them from 
1 • "The Clean Sword u, pp. t 2.5-12:9. 
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exploitation. It must secure for them a real and increasing life. Of 
course it ~~11 be entirely powerless to do these things unless it can gup-
port its decisions by force. A gupreme court of the nations capable only 
of giving friendly advice would be supreme nonsense. No really determined 
and inflamed nation would pay any attention to it. The force of civiliza-
tion i~self must be at the disposal of this international organization 
when two nations mad with selfish passion are about to leap at each other's 
throats: it must be able to command them to desist, and to enforce that 
command in a fashion which would make i~ folly to resist. The existence of 
such a body with such power will quell national antagonisms, it will quiet 
national suspicions; it will hold the world steady when selfish passions 
1 
would unleash the dogs of war." 
Dr. Hough believe~ that the chief strength of this organization would 
lie .in its potential force. It would be backed up by such powerful energy 
that lawless nations would be awed into submission. It would win continual 
victories without bloodshed, _ simply because the powers of bad will would be 
afraid to attack. 
He discusses three possible avenues to world peace. The first is 
that advocated by the pacifistic idealists---the way of triumphant friend-
liness and contagious gentleness. He brands this method as fallacious in 
its fundamental ~hesis---"that it takes two to appeal to force or start a 
war. On the contrary, asserts Dr. Hoc~h, one is quite sufficient. Unless 
the majority is ready to use force in the restraint of evil, that evil will 
run rampant as long as there is a small proportion of the earth's population 
filled with selfish ambition and greed. 
"If the hope for peace lies in the expectation of a day when the vote 
for peace will be unanimous, we must sadly afuuit that this day will never 
come. If a non-resistant at"titude on the part of ~hose who want peace 
prevents their using any force to restrain those who want war, there will 
t ."The Clean Sword. n pp.l}7-U9· 
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always be a number of peo.J? le ready to vote i"or war •••• The only way to 
1 
prevent war is to have an obviously superior force ready to fight it. tt· 
Because of this Dr. Hough considers the influence of the pacifists as 
detrimental to the peace move~nt. The stronger they are, the easier it 
will be for an unethical nation to work its evil will on the rest of the 
world. We cannot afford to deny the existence of fundamental evil in 
human nature. It is there, and our theories of li!'e must take it into 
consideration. In short, we must face the facts, hard ·and unlovely though 
they be. "The theory of peace through a universal will to peace will never 
2 
be realized, just because there never will be a universal will to peace." 
~qually disastrous is the conception of peace through sole reliance 
on might and tyranny. This theory uis based quite frankly on the belief 
that force is the ultima~e power in the world, and that ethics have no 
real or commanding place. • • • It believes in the peacf:l imposed by the 
) 
victory of a master who forces his will upon those whom he has conquered." 
Such a conception is not only intolerable, it is impossible. Human 
nature can not long endure a relen·Uess, tyrannical oppression; resistanc~ 
andrevolution are the inevitable results. More important than this is the 
fact that force unrestrain.ed by morality is self-weakening, and therefore 
self-overthrowing through inner decay. An unethical tyranny of force can 
never insure a final peace. 
In the opinion of Dr. Hough, however, "there is a third sort of 
peace which is the true and practical and rational goal of human endeavor. 
It is the peace of that strong good will which in organized and prepared 
4 
power maintains the orderliness and the quiet of the world." This con-
ception of peace possesses the advantage of being based on practical con-
ditions~--on racts as they are. 
· 1. "The Clean Sword. u p. 1.51 
3. Ibid., pp.1.5.5,1.56 
It is based on four closely related 
2. Ibid., p. t .5.5 
4. Ibid., PP• t.5~-t6j 
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elements, which may be briefly ,summarized: 
"First, it is .based upon a belief in a great body of' moral good 
in the world. It is grounded upon the asgumption that usually the 
victories of' evil come from the fact that well-organized evil is s~rong­
er than poorly organized good. Frankly and eagerly i~ is admitted that 
th~ ultimate hope of the world is in the spontaneous and joyous good 
will of those who are loyal to the behests of' righteousness, not be-
cause they have to be, but because they want to be •••• The final basis 
of a settled world is not upon unethical force. It is upon ~he guod will 
of men where conscienct: is supreme.l~ Buli how can this good will triumph 
as long as ill will is also to be found? 
"Secondly, it is admit~ed that somE: of this bad will can be mas~er­
ed by a friendly approach. It is affirmed with warm and eager enthusiasm 
that again and again unselfishness is turned to unselfishness through the 
power of generous and self-sa~rificing love. • • • 
"Thirdly, it must be seen, however, that human good will, reenforced 
by the most gracious and tender efforts to win men, leaves an amount of 
evil will in the world, which perpetually makes for war and for the dis-
integration of all that is good ••••• 
"Fourthly, tnen, the hope of humanity lies in that organization of 
human good will which will hold htiman bad will in such fear that it will 
not break the peace of the world. It is not any kind of force which is 
to maintain the peace of the world. It is an ethical force doing the be-
hests of enlightened conscience, all its powers at the service of those 
righteous sanctions about which life musli be built if life is to be noble, 
and if it is to have the secret of strength and continuity. 
"The sword which maintains this order will indeed be the sword or 
peace. It will be a potential sword, always ready, ahvays feared by ill 
will, and always so steady that ill will will be held from sending forth 
1. "The Cl~an Sword. n pp. t.50-t6). 
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the dogs of war •••• A peace based upon organized and powerful good 
will, ready for ~very contingency, is a peace wherein lies the. hope of 
the world.u So does Dr. Hough follow through to "the very end his fun-
damental policy of facing the facts and building his conceptions in 
accordance with them. Recognizing the existence of evil, he urges the 
employment of what he regards as the most effective means of coping with 
that evil and securing the triumph of good. 
The above discussion of Dr. Hough's position is based chi~fly upon 
his book, uThe Clean Sword", which he recommends as 'the principal source 
of information concerning his a"ttitude toward war. Though the book was 
writ"ten in 1918, largely as a defense of America's part in the Great War, 
Dr. Hough's position in its essen"tial features, has undergone no change 
since that "time. un the other hand, some phases of 'the application or 
these principles have undergone a decided change. Thanks to his rea~ 
cooperation, it is possible to present an accurate statement of his 
present attitude. In a letter written on March 8,1927,· Dr. Hough ou~-
lin~s his position in a way that leaves no doubt as to his feelings con-
cerning the modern war problem.* As will be seen, the mos"t notable change 
in opinion is "that concerning the status of military training. In 1918 
Dr. Hough said, "We will not be found unprepared again •••• Universal 
military training in the United Sta~es is one of the inevitable results 
1 
of this war.n In t927 he says: 
"In a matter of general principles, I do not think that "there is 
any significant change in my own point of view. In some practical matters 
of th~ application of these ~rlnciples there is a very definite change. 
For ins"tance, it seems to me now quite clear that in a coun"try like the 
United Sta~es general compulsory military training would develop a spirit 
which would inevitably raise problems of an unhappy cha.r·acter in our deal-
ings with other nations. I should now believe very defini'tely in voluntarx 
military training in colleges and universities and in the work of the 
experts in the War Department, assuring that we have in our possession the 
completest technical knowledge as to the status of military science, but I 
should think it was an unhappy thing for the Unit~d States to subject every 
*The conclusionsdrawn from tnis l~tter, as well as from. Dr.Hough's 
oth~r writings, have been confirm~d by a personal interview held on 
April 20, 1927 
t. uThe Cl~an Sword'~. p.l99. 
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young man in college and universi~y to military tra ining. It is quite 
cl~ar to me also tha~ any military tra ining wha~ever in high schools 
is undesirable. • • • 
uThere has been in certain directions in the United States since 
the war a grovnh of the very sort of military spirit to which we 
objected when we saw its exhibition in Germany during the war, and I 
feel that all men and women of good will should understand the danger 
of this at~itude even when sincere, and should definitely attempt to 
substitute for it the spirit of coopera~ion and good will. The f act 
that the present development of mili~ary science in the use of poison 
gas and other chemicals, which so quickly could des~roy a whole city, 
produces an entirely new situation in respect of every practical problem. 
It also affects ~ judgment in the matter of military training of the 
citizens. And the fact that the United States is in a position, it it 
will, to make a particularly fine effort in the direction of achi~ving 
world-wide good will makes me feel tha~ in the si~uation in which we 
now find ourselves our emphasis should be upon a technique for peace 
and not upon a preparation for war.'' 
Tha~ Dr.Hough's attitude is fundamentally the same as in 19 18 is 
clearly shown in one of his closing sentences. Here he says, 
"Altogether I find m;ysdf still unable to believe in the mora l in-
vincibility of the friendly smile, but I do believe t~t in a world 
situated as ours is at the present time, the friendly smile ought 
to be used !or all it is worth." 
It is signif icant, too, that Dr. Hough's belief in the necessity 
for a world organiza"tion, voiced so vigorously in 1918, remains unchanged. 
t 
In "Synthetic Christianity"', published in t92}, h~ has this to say: 
"Inevitably the Chris~ian social ideal must become operative in inter-
national rela~ions. This is the greatest task before the social mind of 
man. The League o:t' Nations may be no more than a step. But it is a step 
in the inevitable direction. The world can only survive by means of the 
development of som~:: genuine sort of wor ld order. No real value in nationa.l 
life is tu be lost. Indeed, the na~ion in its essen~ial meaning can be 
saved only through the solving of the international problem. A world with 
one science and one vast and infinitely articulate industry and one marvelous 
complex system of transportation is inevitable if civilization is to survive 
and such a world is possible only on the basis of recognized international 
relationships.'tc These international relationships will depend in the 
t. "Synthetic Christianity" , p .16.5 
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last analysis on the establishment of what Dr. Hough cal1.s a nleague 
t 
of friendly mindsu, which in turn finds its basis in mutual Ul1der-
standing among the races and nations of the world. 
Dr. Hough's continued disbelief in '"the moral invin~,;ibility of 
the friendly smilen, we may justly assume that this lt::C-t,oue,while ba sed 
upon ethical good will would be defended by the sword of peace---the 
strong ribht arm of force employed for r~ghteous ends. 
· "Synthetic Christianityu does, however, a.frord some idea or· Dr. 
Hough's conception of the place which Christianity must have in se-
curing the ul-cima.te peace of the world."All of this is necessary from 
the political and economic standpoint. It is Christianity which gives 
a soul to the whole movement and sees in all its aspects an approach to 
that form where the sense of humanity as a family shall become universal 
and men shall find in brotherhood practical efficiency as well as moral 
2 
and spiritual power.n It is ChrislJianity, th~::m, which is respon::~ible 
for transf orming the movement for peace into a living reality. In the 
light of what we know of Dr. Hough's att itude towar·d war, it is significant 
that he recognizes in Christianity not only the moral and spiritual power 
required to weld the world into a family, but also the dynamic for making 
brotherhood efficient and practicable. It is a religion that nf'aces the 
facts.'~ 
l."The League ot Friendly Minds" an address delivered in College Ave., 
Methodist Episco~al Church, April 20,1927. 
2 . "Synthetic Christianity", pp.l6.5-166. 
Chapter VII 
Charles Edward Jefferson 
"And I, if I be lifted up, will draw all men unto me" 
"Peace hath her victories 
No less renowned than war." 
---Milton · 
Like the prophets of old, Dr. Charles Edward Jefferson stands 
forth amid the perplexities of modern international relationships, 
proclaiming to the people what he believes to be the Divine will. 
Throughout his Christian ministry he has endeavored to read the 
voice of God in the course of human events, interpreting them in the 
light of a practical Christian idealism. Always alert to perceive 
the dangers of militarism, he has been actively engaged for over 
thirty years in the campaign for peace. The records of twentieth 
century history bear silent witness to the truth of his utterances, 
which are characterized by remarkable insight and prophetic vision. 
The modern student of international affairs can learn much from Dr. 
Jefferson's intensive study of the problem of war. 
The best summary of his position is that which he himself gives 
in a letter written February 4,1927. "I am not at all a Tolstoyan 
pacifist", says Dr. Jefferson. "I have never been willing to take the 
position that physical force cannot be legitimately used for the further-
ance of moral ends, but I am fiercely opposed to the whole war system, to 
the whole military and naval oligarchies, and to the insane expenditure 
of money for military equipment. I am in favor of the League of Nations, 
of the World Court, of arbitration treaties, and of every sort of 
machinery looking toward the settlement of international disputes. I 
am in favor of outlawing war, declaring it a crime among nations." 




1914 and 1916. The only change in my attitude after America entered 
the war was to cease my denunciations of war. I did what I could to 
keep America from going into the war, but after our Government went in, 
it was bootless to indulge in fulminations against the policy which the 
Government had adopted. There have been no changes in my attitude since 
the signing of the Armistice, and my present attitude is what it has 
been for thirty years---determined opposition to war and all preparations 
for war. War is a barbaric and devilish institution which has no place 
in our modern world." 
Taking this personal synopsis as a starting-point, some elaboration 
is necessary to a complete understanding of Dr. Jefferson's position. 
While he is utterly opposed to war, we have seen that he is not a 
"Tolstoyan", i.e., a non-resistant, pacifist. Like many others who 
recognize that the Utopian world will hav9 no place for force, Dr. 
Jefferson believes that in the present state of the world's civilization 
physical force has a legitimate place in social and international relation-
ships---when other means fail. He maintains that the use of force is not 
unchristian, 'is not sinful. In fact, "experience proves that the use of 
force is both salutary and indispensable. • • , The man who says that the 
use of physical force is never justifiable either in defense of life, or 
of a principle more valuable to the world than life, is not aware of the 
1 
reach of the words he is using." Jesus• fundamental principle is not - non-
resistance, but love, and there are some men who are saved by being resisted. 
The individual is justified in using force to protect himself or others 
against attacks by a lunatic, a drunkard, or a man with imperfect moral 
development. 
Cities and nations have the same right to self-defense and the 
protection of others. 1There seems to be no escape from the conclusion 
l."Chrisjtianity and International Peace", pp.71,76-77. 
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that on Christian principles a nation may be not only justified in going 
to war, but may be condemned if she refuses to do so. It looks as 
though, sometimes, it might be the duty of a Christian to fight, and that 
to die on the battlefield for humanity might be just as noble as to die 
for truth and justice in the dungeon or on the scaffold. The advocates 
of non-resistance have never established their case---so it seems to 
me---either in the court of common sense, or in the court of Chri stian 
teaching •••• War is indeed brutality, but it must sometimes be met 
by a counter brutality in order to prevent a wider brutalization of the 
world. It is in very truth savagery, but the weapons on one side must 
be met by similar weapons on the other side to hold the world from 
falling into the permanent grip of a savage •••• We are to live peace-
ably with all men so far as it lies within us, but there are times when 
to live peaceably with some men is impossible, and when the only de-
liverance from intolerable cruelty or tyranny lies through the blood of 
the battlefield •••• 
"I am forced, therefore, to admit the possible occurrence of 
s i tuations in which the use of force by one nation against another is 
both rational and beneficial, and therefore Christian. But such 
situations come but seldom, and as men grow in the Christian spirit, 
they will come less frequently, and finally they will not come at all •• 
• • • The extreme pacifists are noble men, but they are in my judgement 
1 
mistaken. I cannot go with them." 
Dr. Jefferson somewhat qualifies his statements regarding the use . 
of force in his discussion of the fallacies of militarism. Here he 
points out, "Government is not foundationed on physical force, but on 
reason. Government may at times make use of . physical force, but 
physical force is not the basis of its life or the foundation of its · 
!."Christianity and International Peace", pp.S0-85 
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power •••• The mightiest forces in the world are not physica+, but 
1 
spiritual." 
While Dr. Jefferson is not ready .to go the full way in his 
pacifistic tendencies, and while he countenances the use of force under 
certain conditions as a Christian method, no Christian leader in America 
is more fiery in his denunciation of the war system. "It is now clear 
to the whole world that war is a species of man ... killing. It is an 
antiquated governmental device for settling international di sputes by 
killing men •••• War is an atrocity •••• a blunder, an absurdity, 
a form of foolery, a species of insanity •••• a wrong, a monstrous 
crime against mankind. • • • It is a sin. • • • an offense against 
Almighty God •••• an insult to the Father of our Lord and Saviour 
2 
Jesus Christ." These ~re the words which Dr. Jefferson uses to describe 
his opinion of war. They leave little doubt as to his position. 
This, then, is what war is. But why is it what it is, and why is 
it always imminent! Humanity the world over recognizes the evil of war; 
why is war allowed to continue! The answer to this question Dr. 
Jefferson finds in the generally accredited policy of armed peace. For 
him, militarism is the greatest of all menaces to the peace of the world 
and the security of civilization. The supreme lesson taught by the World 
War is the fallacy of a policy of armed peace---preparedness---as a means 
of averting war. Yet men continue to be disillusioned in the belief that 
preparation for war is the surest guarantee of peace. "Before the bar of 
reason, Militarism stands assuredly condemned. The economic argument 
against it is unanswerable, the ethical argument is irrefutable, the 
religious argument is conclusive to any one who knows what the religion 
of Christ is, and yet not all these arguments massed together have been 
able to check the militarists, even for a moment within the last thirty 
3 
years, in their devastating and magnificent advance." 
l."What the War is Teaching", pp.l52-153 2.Ibid.,pp.35,44,46,47. 




Dr. Jefferson's discussion of the cause of the World War, written 
in 1916, reveals his estimate of the direct and inseparable relation 
between militarism and war. 11The war is the result of a false philosophy 
of national life, a philosophy which maintains that the foundation of 
all power is physical force, and that greatness is to be computed in terms 
of brute strength. Out of this philosophy there develops a policy---the 
policy of armed peace, the policy which bases peace on the fear which is 
1 
inspired by deadly weapons. 11 This policy has been nothing less than a 
delusion and a scourge, and its failure and inefficacy has been repeatedly 
demonstrated. If the world prepares for war, it will get war; if it 
prepares to shed blood, slaughter will be the inevitable result. The 
antagonisms, antipathies, and rivalries of economic and political re-
lationships are sharpened and rendered more dangerous by the mere 
presence of great armaments. The fundamental cause of war is military 
preparedness, the very means which mankind has employed to safeguard 
peace! 
Furthermore, humanity, in continuing the same destructive policy, 
is ignoring the voice of God and deriding the message of Jesus. "Militar-
ism", says Dr. Jefferson, "is the absolute negation of Christianity. The 
one exhibits a mailed fist, the other shows you a hand that is pierced. 
The one carries a big stick, the other carries the cross on which the 
Prince of Glory died. The one declares that might makes right, the other 
affirms that right makes might. The one says that the foundation of all 
things is force, the other says that the foundation of all things is love • 
Militarism is materialism in its deadliest manifestation. It is atheism 
in its most brutal and carnal incarnation. It is the enemy of God and 
2 
man. It must be overthrown." 
Dr. Jefferson does not hesitate to fix the responsibility for this 
1. "The Cause of the War." pp.l4-15 2. "The Cause of the War.", p.22. 
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militaristic propaganda. In his opinion, armed peace is fatal because 
of the activities of five groups of people:---
8,5 
(1) The ambitious military and naval ttexperts"', whose speeches and 
magazine articles are calculated to impress upon the popular mind the 
advisability of constant additions to armam~nt, and who exercise a telling 
influence on leading statesmen of all countries; {2) the war traders---
the manufacturers of munitions and the implements of war---who mak~:: 
millions by cunstantly perfecting new designs for guns and ships, and sell-
ing them to the government; {3) the unscrupulous newspaper proprietors, who 
serve the military experts and war traders by keeping the militaristic 
spirit alive in the columns of their papers, thus crea~ing in the masses 
the feelings from which war springs; (4) the Jingo Politicians, wnose 
narrow, bigoted patriotism is a potent inrluence in the manufacture of 
in"ternaliional ill-will; and (.5) the commercial promoters, who regard 
investments as more sacred than human life, and insist that their mines, 
oil wells, aud railroads in foreign countries must be protected by 
military interference at ~he rirst encroachment upon their alleged rights. 
In the mind of Dr. Jefferson, these five groups consti~te the 
five fingers of the hand of militarism. To break that hand is the great 
task confronting the twentieth century. Military preparedness on a large 
scale, since it inevitably works to the advantage of these classes, must 
invariably lead to war• Their creed has three articles: (1) War is gvod; 
(2) Every nation must be ready for it; (}) We (the militarists) are the 
divinely appointed custodians of the nation's honor, the wisest advisers 
of presidents and kings, and must therefo.1·e be entrusted with the direction 
of international affairs. The stronger tne world's armaments, tne more 
audacious and reckless and influt:ntial these men become. Mankind can have 
no security until the policy of armed peace is completely shattered. 
Dr. Jefferson is extraordinarily vehement in his denunciation or the 
66 
military specialists. "Down with the military experts. They are not 
safe advisers of a ~tion. Who advised the trampling down of Belgium, 
the most damnable crime committed in a thousand years? Military experts. 
Who advised the sinking of the Lusitania? Nayal experts. Who have for 
forty years advocated the policy which has led to the progressive i~ 
poverishment of nations? Military and naval experts. Who have systematic-
ally and persistently roboed the nations of their gold and their sons? 
Naval and military experts. And who are more responsible than any one 
else for hurling mankind into this cauldron of blood (the World War)? 
Military and naval exper.ts. They have gotten one-half the world in the 
ditch. They will get the other half there unless you break their power." 
When we get ready for v~r, war comes; this is the curse of military 
effici~ncy. '~e are under the law of seed growth. We get what we pre-
pare for, we reap what we sow. If we sow bayonets we reap battles, if we 
sow guns we reap death. If we sow to the death we reap corruption. We 
may chatter about our good intentions, but if we go on multiplying the 
instruments of slil.ughLer, He that sits in the heavens laughs, He holds 
2 
us in derision." 
Man stands face to face with one of the greatest problems of the 
ages. How can war and its antecedent cause, militarism, be blotted from 
th~ face of the earth? Dr. Jefferson mak~s answer, finding in religion 
---and mo1·e esp~cially, in Christianity---the key to the abolition of the 
entire war sys1:.em. nThe world has had three historic scourges: famine, 
pestilence, and war. Each one numbers its victims by the tens of millions. 
Commerce killed famine. By her railroads and steamships she killed it •• 
• • • Science killed pestilence. The Black Plague, the Bubonic Plague, 
Cholera, Yellow Fever,---all have received their death blow. Sci~nce did 
the work. These fo~s of ~ind lie bleeding and half dead by the side of 
t."What The War Is Teaching.", p.2t0 2:~ Ibid., p.t7.? 
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the road along which ~he world presses on to a higher day. Who will kill 
war? Not Comm~rce and not Science, nor both of them together. Only 
religion can kill war, for religion alone creates the new heart. Without 
1 
religion we are without hope in this world. Without God we are los~." 
And religion means a steadfas~ adherence to ~he ideals of Jesus. 
"Chrisdans claim to be followers of the Prince of Peace. They say tha~ 
they worship the lung of Love. They declare that the Law of Love is the 
supreme law of the world, tha~; love is the mightiest pow~r in human life, 
and nevertheless Christians go right on preparing for war. Chl·istian 
nations are fighting nations~ They have converted Christianity into a 
fighting religion. Vfuo created the howitzers? Christians. Who created 
the submarines? Christians. Who created the tanks? Christians. Vmo in-
ven~ed ~he bomb-dropping airplanes? Christians. Wno creat~d poison gas? 
Christians. Who soaked a continent with blood? Christians •• 
• • The time 
has come when the Church of Chris~ must cut loose from the whole war 
system. The war system is a millstone hung around its neck, wnich unless 
it is torn off, will sink the church into the deplihs of the sea. The 
Church of Christ must put its foot down on th~ whole military policy and 
2 
program. t• We claim to follow Jesus Chrbt, who said, "Put up your sword. '· 
Insliead of putting it up, we make it sharper and deadlier, and continue to 
spend exorbitant sums on it. 
"So long as Christian nations think of war, prepare for war, plan 
for war, pour out their treasures to make themselves terrible in war, 
fill their papers and magazines with pictures of the deadliest instruments 
of war, • • • .so long will the heart of Christendom be cold to ~he appeal 
of Jesus, and the hand of Christendom be paralyzed in its effort to 
3 
accomplish the work which Chris~ has given us to do. 11 
t."Wha"t tht: War Is Tetichingn, pp.t98-199 2. "Seeds of Warn, pp.17-t8. 
3 .('Missions and Interna~ional Peacen, p. 1.5 
In his sermon, ''Seeds of War", delivered on Armistice Day, 1926, 
Dr. Jefferson maintains that the end of war will never cume until the 
Christian nations stop planting the seeds of war. .Among these nseeds 
of warn he mentions sarcastic and insulting utteranct::s concerning other 
nations, imperialistic gestures and domineering polici~s which promote 
national r esentment, the building of battleships, and military drill 
on a l arge scale . If we would reap peace, seeds of peace must be sown. 
"'Wt:: must spend our time and our money in perfecting the machinery of 
peace •••• Every intelligent man believes in preparedness, in security, 
in defence, but there is another kind of defence. Friendship is a defence. 
1 
Friendship secures security." The same thought is voiced in "What the 
war is Teachingn, where the author says, uFriendship is the mightiest or 
all bulwarks. Where friendship is strong, neither a navy nor coast de-
fences, nor a mobile arrnw is needed. Militarism recommends three lines of 
defence, and they are all made of cardboard, compared with the defence 
2 
built of hearts filled vd.th goodwill. tt 
"lifo nation is in the slightest danger which lives its life in the 
midst of friends. That is tht:: supreme duty of our coum .. ry--to make 
friends of all the other countries of the world. We must cooperate with 
} 
them. We must come into closer fellowship with them." The countries 
of the world, thinks Dr. Jefferson, must be organized into a federated 
union. "The United States of the World, this is tht:: solution of the war 
4 
problem." 
The substitution of the ideal of frit::ndship and goodwill for that 
of preparedness and militarism is the work of education in terms of 
Christian spiritual ideals. There must be changes in our textbooks, 
changes in t he viewpoint of our teachers. They must be shown tht:: virtue 
l. "Seeds of War .. ,p.t9 
}. Ibid., pp. 20-21 
~. Ibid., p.t77. 
4. "Christianity and Ini..ernational 
Peace. n, p. 28} 
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and patriotism can be taught without war as their foundation. They must 
be shown that continuous heroism in the struggle against difficulties in 
tim~ of peace is higher and more splendid than intermittent heroism in 
struggl~ against human bei115s in time of war. They must be shown thau 
loving and saving men is a nobler form of service than hating and killing 
them. Recognizing these things, tea.chers mo.st be filled with the desire 
to inculcate these new ideals into the minds of the growing population. 
Before the abolition of war can be effected, public opinion must be 
changed, and this change can be brought about only through an aggressiv~ 
campaign of education in our churches, schools, and public press. 
For Dr. Jefferson, the most indispensable work of all is the spirit-
ual rebirth of the nations. We must be born again. "It is not by economic 
adjustments, nur by scien"tiific discoveries, nor by financial interlocking 
interests, nor by comm~rical prudence,. nor by the refinements 'or art, 
that the nations are going to learn war no more, but by a fuller baptism 
of the spirit of the man who died on ~he cross and who said:'And I, 1r 
t 
I be lifted up, will draw all men unto me."' 
t."Christianity and International Peace", p.2ti6 
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Chapter VIII 
·Francis John McConnell 
"Not by might, nor by power, but by my Spirit, 
saith the Lord of hosts."---Zech.4:6 
Of personal religion and theology he has written much; of Christianity 
in its direct relation to the problem of war, little. In the utterances of 
Bishop Francis J. McConnell, however, we have a striking illustration of 
the principle that quantity is not always an adequate criterion for judging 
true worth. Though relatively few in number, his words on the subject are 
fraught with significance. His keen philosophical and religious insight, 
coupled with a thorough grasp of social and international conditions, has 
enabled him to go straight to the core of the matter. Thus, while the 
study of world problems has not been his foremost interest, his views 
concerning war are of peculiar value to the man who seeks a better solution 
to international difficulties. Bishop McConnell approaches the problem 
chiefly from the standpoint of the Church, and endeavors to show what part 
Christianity may have in making the world safe for democracy. 
During the World War Bishop McConnell shared the experience of 
thousands of conscientious Christians in his efforts to reconcile the 
institution of war with the Christian faith. In a letter to the writer 
dated December 22,1926, he says, "I think I could say that I got through 
the war without any expressions of hate toward Germany, but until after 
the war was over I had not thought my way through on the problem of 
militarism." The results of this mental process, in so far as they are 
indicated in his writings, are best stated in "Public Opinion and Theology", 
which was published in 1920. "The present writer", says Bishop McConnell, 
"is neither a pacifist nor a non-resistant. He has no objection to the 
final resort to physical force for the coercion of the evil will of in-
90 
"'·· 
dividuals or of nations, for the sake of restrai ning those wills from 
1 
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wrec king society." He believes, therefore, that war is justifiable when-
ever the preservation of civilizat ion is at stake. 
The Bishop is not willing to admit, however, that pres nt conditions 
and methods must remain final. "Unfortunately, in today's organization of 
nations, a final appeal to force is sometimes necessary •••• Wars of 
conquest, for conquest's own sake, or for the spread of an idea---are over, 
let us trust. There remains the usa of force as a part of an international 
police system---but the result of such force is primarily restrictive. It 
keeps down the evil that good may get a chance. Even in a league of nations 
it might be possible for a nation to go wrong, and yield only to the sway 
2 
of force." He points out the possibility that nations, like individuals, 
may go insane or become obsessed with wild ideas and attempt to dominate 
the world by force. Such nations must be restrained by force from the 
accomplishment of their destructive ends. But this social possibility does 
not by any means render desirable the amassing of large armaments. "Grant-
ad that we must have armament enough for international police purposes let 
us remember that the race for armament itself is one of the crazes which 
sometimes sets a national mind off its balance. Meantime the Church will 
continue to protest that the doctrine that war itself is a good, or that 
nations need wars as a moral tonic, or that war is a means for the advance-
ment of civilization in any but a merely n~gative sensa, is little short of 
blasphemy. The most justifiable war is the war which means the doing ·'away 
3 
with war." 
Bishop McConnell extends a similar word of caution concerning the 
temptation to employ political or material means for the purpose of advanc-
ing a spiritual ideal. "It is, of course, possible to use political means 
l. "Public Opinion and Theology." p.l71. 2. "Democratic Christianity", p.68 
3. Ibid., p.69 
• 
without bowing down and worshiping the devil; but there is inevitab~ so 
much keeping company with the devil that the fineness of saintly manner 
is lost. War, for example, promises such quick result for righ~eousn~ss 
that a war for righteousness becomes popular---especially with ~he saints 
above the draft age; but except in those cases where war is resorted ~o 
in order to resist the brutal use of force itself and make appeal to force 
less likely in the future, the after years pronounce war a failure as a 
mt=ans or spreading righteou;:)ness. On ~he whOle and in the main, war is 
the devil's own instrument, and the deyil knows better how to use it thgn 
1 
the saint does," 
Dr, McConnell got=s even deeper than this, however, to show that war, 
like majority vote, may resul~ in a decision which is wrong, Majori~y 
utterance in a large social group does no~ al~s effec~ a permanen~ 
se~tlement of ~he issue in question; no more do~s the ou~com~ of a de-
cisive war necessarily mean that the point at issue is settled once for 
all. "Force may settle jus~ly, or it lii8¥ settle unjustly~ a debated 
question. , ••• A!~er the last sho~ has been fired in any war i~ is 
2 
possible to ask who was right, the vic~or or the vanquished?" 
An interesting and illuminating phase of Bishop McConnell's posi~ion 
is his attitude concerning God's relation to the catastrophes of war. He 
begins by refuting two theories which have been advanced regarding ~his. 
Divine relationship, Some hold, for instance, that a perfect God could 
have no rela~ion wha~soever ~o armed conflict. This view Dr. MCConnell 
finds incompatible with the Biblical conception of God, and holds that 
we can not improve our though~ of Him by separating Him from men. Ever 
since the creation of man He has had ~o do with selfish human schemes, 
Still other Christians believe that God was in some way tak~n by surprise 
in 1914, and throughout the war was lost in helpless grief. Bishop 
McConnell contends that the asgumption of such impotence is no honor ~ 
1. "Public Opinion anu. Theology", p,232 2. Ibid., p. 199 
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God, and · states wha:t he believes to h.c:..ve been the correc"t rela1iion. "If, 
on the contrary, He was not taken by surprise He must as a wise r~l~r have 
provided resou.r:ces to bring go.od out of the evil. If "the Crea "tor is to 
work wi"th men, He must work with them as they are. It would indeed be 
blasphen:w to avow that war is God's method of prugre~s, in the sense tha;li 
God prefers such a metnod. But i"t is no"t blasphemous to say tha"t in the 
divine order war may come as a necessary instrumen"t in a given situa"tion. 
Either we mus"t believe this or hold practically to an irresponsible Goa. 
The responsibility of God in "the face of a world war is a cvnception loadeu 
wi"th the most dangerous possibilities for human intellects. Bu"t tne 
possibilities of such a conception are no"t so dangerous as those of "the 
irresponsibility or God. The only method by which we can commend the 
Christian idea of God to the millions now s"truggling in a deadly conflic"t 
(written October, 1918) is to preach that the struggle means more for God 
than for any one else, tnat a man ba"t~ling for the righ"t is ba~tling for 
God's cause, that God must do His part to bring abou"t a worthy uu"tcome. 
1 
God must be 1·air in His dealings with men. tt Unlimited food for though"t 
---in fact, almost a whole theology---is bound up in these words. 
An important element in any considera"tion of Bishop McConnell's 
position on the war question is his discussion o4 "the ethical debat.e on 
pacifimn. More particularly, he takes up the acute problem of the con-
scientious objector in time of war, and vindicates "the position taken by 
the Ctu·istian Church as a whole. The conscientious objector usually bases 
his determina"tion not to go to war under any circumstances on what he 
considers an inner moral revelation---the voice oi' conscience which tells 
him it is wrong to kill his fellow-men. If reminded that these same 
fello~men are killing others; the non-resistant replies that his con-
science will allow him to take no other course, that he is simply obeying 
t."Democratlc Christianity", pp.7-8 
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the teo.chings oi' Jesus. 
The Bishop also surruuarizes the argument on the o'ther side, which holds 
tha·t. the satisfaction accompanying surrender to conscience do~::s not prove 
cunclusively that the dictates of conscience are right. This view asks 
wh~ther the non-resistant is also obeying literally th~ other commands of 
Jesus, and questions the infa llibility of his in'terpretation or Jesus' 
words . "Does the word as to a good Shepherd's giving his life for the 
sheep m~a.n that a good shepherd passively allows the wolves to devour him? 
Or, if the roboers had returned while the Good Samaritan was busy a t his 
merciful task how best could the Samaritan have continued his work of 
1 
nei ghborliness---by non-resistance or by fighting?" Fur'thermure, i f Jesus 
---the r evelation of God to man---is absolutely non-res istant, then we 
must also place our faith in a non-resistant God! "If the spirit of Jesus 
is the spirit of God we find the meaning of the non-resistance of Jesus 
i n its revelation of the spirit in which God uses even the physical fo ... :ces 
o.i the world. But God does not cease to use the forces." Even the dec lara-
tion of the conscientious objector that his method alone will triumph over 
the evil and win men's love is met by the replY tha't methods are not 
necessarily transmitted by immediate revel~tion. 
The diff iculty in such a debate lies in the fact that n~::ither side 
can make any pretensions to absolute tru'th. It is a purely relative matter, 
a s are all moral questions. Vfuat holds for one war will not of necessity 
hold for another. So it is tho.t Bishop McConnell, writing before the end 
of the war, issues a plea for action in the presence of wholesale inhumanity • 
"The people are dying here and now, and what can we do to help? Towar d 
another kind of war the non-resistant might be right in his non-resist ance. 
Bu""G f acing jus""G t his kind of aggression at this par"ticular time and plu.ce 
what is the best tning to do for humanity? It is with this question in 
2 
mind that the Church has given her answer." 
1. "Democradc Chrhtiani ty", p.46 2.Ibid., 47 
Some might object to this practical question, says Bishop McConnell, 
on the grounds that we weaken the moral foundations of life by subordinat-
ing abstract laws to "what is the -best thing to do for humani ty•t. He 
answers this question by another question--"Wht::re are we. to find these 
1 
abstract laws?" He contends also that the moral fiber is not weakened 
when we regard every social crisis as a challenge to do the greatest 
possible good for mankind. 'lfluman values, more abundant life for men, the 
'J5 
best possible for men as men---these indeed may seem hazy as compar~d with 
a hard and fast set of rules, -but it is with such conceptions as these 
2 
that Democracy and Christianity work.'' 
In spite of these conclusions, however, the Bishop argues for an 
attitude of tolerance toward the conscientious objectors, admitting with 
a distinguished English observer that occasionally they include one who 
is a "veri table angel of light". Such a person would, by long brooding on 
human life, come to regard it as so worthful and sacred that no violent or 
destru~tive hand should be allowed to touch it. 
"It is true that the objector is likely so to idealize human life as 
to leave out of account the requisite conditions under which that lire would 
get any chance to show its idealism •••• However, the fact remains that 
the worst conceivable way i'or the masses of mankind to deal with the angel-
of-light type of conscientious &bjector against war is to howl him down, or 
throw him in jail, or scourge him with lashes. For the consci~ntious object-
or may see more accurately than his fellows the worth of human lii'~ as such, 
and the inalienable sacredness and dignity of life which must be the founda-
tion stone on which any final society worthy of the ~e is to be built ••• 
• • In all such situations the practical rule is hal"d to find, especially at 
crises of dreadful national stress. It is to be hoped, however, that man-
kind will soon become self-controlled enough to listen to the prophets who 
l."Democratic Christianity", p.47 2. Ibid., pp.47-48 
prophesy in the name of the Eternal at the instant when the voices of the 
temporal are shouting in deafening uproar. . . • Wisdom will insist that 
a mer~ly transi~nt feeling shall not drown out th~ words of those who speak 
t 
for the values of eternity.u 
One of the most important contributions made by Bishop McConnell 
in the general field of war and peace thinking is his emphasis on inter-
nationalism as the fundamental basis for all democratic progress. The 
strongest agent for ushering in this new spirit of internationali.sm is, 
in his opinion, the Christian Chu.:ch. Therefvre his consideration of the 
subj~ct is closely bound up with his discussion of' the a"ttitude which the 
Church should take. 
"The grea1J war has pretty thoroughly taught that the whole world 
must come avowedly within the sweep of the democratic movement if there 
is to be democracy anywhere. Democracy must become world-wide, or the 
nations must take to armamen"t as never before. We can contemplate this 
latter cuurs~ only with horror. If there is to be another war on a large 
scale civilization may as well give itself up for lost •••• 
"'What can the Church contribulJe toward the new international .spirit 
which we all trus"t will lead to the formation of a real league of nations? 
What but an insis1.e.u.ce on the simple truth tha·li in dealing wi "th other 
nations---the backward as well as the forward na~ions---we are d~aling wi"th 
human beings, who have an elemen-cary human righ-c to be trea ved in a human 
2 
m..'Ulller. n Th~ need for such a humanized international sentiment constitutes 
the very core or Dr. McConnell's policy. none way to make the world safe 
for democracy is to show that in dealing with human lives men are dealing 
3 
with Eternal realities ... The first step forward, therefore, must be the 
development of a larger appreciation of the people of other nations as 
t. "Public Opinion and Theology", pp. 17 t-173 
2 . uDemocra~;ic lJhri::>tianity.", p.58 3. Ibid., p.44 
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human beings, and simultaneously a greater modesty in thinking of our own 
nation. "This does not mean that a II~t~.n is to be a de-nationalized inter-
nationlist. Ve1·y likely a true internationalisrn--:.--with emphasis on the 
abiding human va~ues---will make the Chris~ian more patriotic than before 
---with a holy resolve to shape his ovln nation into a better instrument 
1 
for the benefit of world-wide humanity." Moreover, a nation need no't 
surrender its own selfhood in order to take its place as a part of an 
organic interna~ional whole. The musical value of a flute is enhanced 
when it is blended with other instruments to produc~ an orchestral symphony 
---but it remains a flute, with individual qualities unimpaired. So i~ 
is with cooperating nations. 
"The indispensable requisite for international ·good feeling is mutUa.l 
respect. When we come to the vexed enigma as to how to deal with the 
so-called less-favored nations we may well welcome any course of events 
2 
which leads to l arger self-respect on the part of such peoples.tt It is 
often di:t".dcult for the larger nations, ~specially those with pronounced 
imperialistic tendencies, to look with favor on such increased self-respect. 
In fact, many modern nations are confronted with a difficulty similar to 
that which the Hebrews disposed of only af1:;er the Baeylonian Exile---that 
of regarding God as the universal Ruler, the God of all nations. "A wave 
of public opinion may sweep any so-called Christian ~tion into war with 
a so-called backward nation at almost any day, and do so with an implied 
claim that God is the: God of the covetous nation in a degree or manner 
other than that in which he is the God of the nation whose territory is 
3 
coveted." "The type or' Christianity which acts as if the non-Christian 
nations had no rights which the Christian nations are bound to respect is 
4 
fast passing." 
1. "Democratic Christianity", p • .59 2. Ibid., pp .60-61 
3. "Public Opinion and Th.J ology", p.21.5 4. "Democratic Christia.nity",p.67 
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After defending thi s lofty idealism of mutual respect and human 
intere st, the Bishop moves to the consideration of certain practical 
economic difficult ies which stand in the way of lasting peace and inter-
nat ional good-will. In the first place, he upholds the principle of 
mutual benefit in all economic transactions. "We do not wish to appear 
to be talking utter commonplace, but the adequate comprehension of the 
plain ethical requirement that there should be t wo gainers by every trade 
would do away with much friction in international relationships ••• • 
A serious attempt always to think of foreign nations as entitled on a 
simple human basis to be fairly dealt with in trade would go some 
dis~ance toward doing away with the causes of war. For if a nation 
1 
thinks of itself as likely to be put upon in trade it arms itself. 11 
The most acute danger lies in the fact that each nation is feverishly 
anxious concerning the possibility of its getting a fair share of the 
world's raw materials. A League of Nations based on a sense of inter-
national honor would be able to eff ect a practical division of territory 
and opportunities whi ch would be measurably satisfactory. 
In the second place, the rights of the so-called backward countries 
must be r espected if we are going to arrive at a Christian solution to 
international problems. "A re solute determination to keep the human 
values in the foreground is all-important. • • • There is such a thing 
as Humanity's Right of Eminent Domain: this world by right belongs to 
2 
those who can make the best use of it for the human interests." In 
accor dance with this principle the whites were justified in populating 
and developing the resources of Ameri9a---though in doing so they had no 
right to mistreat the Indian. "To dispossess a comparatively few savages 
from monopoli zing riches capable of nouri shing half a world is one thing: 
to tolerate the exploitation of natural resources of lands inhabi t ed---




as in China---by two hundred millions of human beings is quite another." 
It is precisely this kind of exploitation of backward countries which is 
a prominent economic cause of war. 
In the third place, certain obsolete international doctrines must 
be set aside. Material "concessions", for instance, granted by a weaker 
nation to a more powerful nation, or nations, opens the way for the 
pauperization of the weaker nation and the corruption of it s officials. 
''The second item is the accepted doctrine that a citizen who goes into a 
backward nation for commerical purposes has a right to call on his home 
government for the protection of his material interests. To a certain 
measure of personal protection such a citizen is no doub.t entitled, but 
the world will one day have to turn squarely around on the idea that fleets 
and armies can be legitimately used for the safe-guarding of speculative 
ventures in foreign lands •••• If we can just bring the nations of the 
earth to the point where each looks upon all the others as organized 
groups of human beings, and each treats all the others with the human 
rights uppermost we shall no t need such extensive reliance on professional 
2 
diplomats and militarists." 
Up to the present time the Christian Church seems to have had little 
voice in selecting methods for the solution of international difficulties. 
In one of his most prophetic sermons Bishop McConnell r egrets thi s lack 
of authority: "For two thousand five hundred years the song of the Lord 
has been a song of peace, culminating in the angel song of Peace on Earth. 
How can we sing that song with battleships looming now at target practice, 
with politicians shouting for preparedness campaigns, with leaders of nations 
talking about the 'next war'1 • ••• Our Gospel songs of peace thr i ll our 
heart s as music and po etry, but the prosaic hint that the longest single 
stride toward making the lands the Lord's lands is to stop fighting is met 
1. "Democratic Christianity", p.65 2. Ibid., p.67 
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by snarls of • • • • rage. • • • The worth of the Gospel lies in the 
positive content of the Gospel itself. Christianity is indeed a militant 
religion, but it is to be deplored that thus far the emphasis has been 
so completely on the militant aspects that other and more important aspects 
1 
have not had their chance." 
In continuing this same thouglt Bishop McConnell insists that the 
Church should exercise its distinctive right to hold aloft its high 
Christian ideals. ".Assume the church to have proclaimed. . . • a Christian 
ideal of man's relationship to God and to his fellow-man, and to :the world 
in which he lives, society will disregard those ideals at its peril •••• 
It will be the business of the church to stand for its ideal, even if it 
cannot always suggest concrete methods of attaining that ideal •••• 
"Some nat ions have •••• claimed that ci tizenship in the state makes 
the citizen so liable to fight for any cause that the nation may determine 
upon that all concession to the church is out of the question. Most 
churches have held that there is no objection to the use of force by the 
state for a righteous cause. Some nations have of their own initiative 
sought even in direct war to maintain respect for the church as a prophet 
of the higher ideals when the church takes a position against war •• 
• • 
The exemption of Quakers, and other non-warring sects, from the duty of 
military service is a recognition of the distinctive place of the church 
in society as an upholder of ideals, and as an authority in the rea lm of 
spiri t. The exemption shows the unconscious or subconscious recognition 
by the state of the danger of impairing the social value of an institution 
which stands for spiritual ideals, by compelling it to fight against those 
ideals •••• The most important thing for the world is for the Chris t ian 
Church to keep the Christian ideal unflinchingly before the mind of 
2 
mankind." 
1. Walker, "Sermons for the Times.", pp.lOB-110 
2. "Public Opinion and Theology", pp.l88-l93 
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But the Christian ideal must bear fruit if it is to be accepted 
by humanity. In the realm of industrial, international, and racial 
relationships it has barely begun to make itself felt. It must even-
tually lead to the substitution of cooperation for competition in these 
spheres. "Christianity has yet to meet this final test before the vast 
masses of the race will vote for Christianity. • Can Christianity 
make international good will take the place of armaments and threats of 
war? Can Christian missions really work out a practice of brotherhood 
for all races together7 . . • • International and racial relationships 
mean the possibility of war to death for ourselves and our sons. The 
general good sense of mankind is right when it insists that if the 
Christian doctrine of God can not be made to bear fruit in Christianizing 
1 
such realms, it is not of large consequence what else it can do." 
Dr. McConnell believes that the missionary endeavor is the strong-
est international force being exerted by the church at the present time. 
In the first place, missionaries make it a point to get the viewpoint of 
the people among whom they work, thus making an important contribution 
toward mutual understanding. Secondly, they are gradually replacing the 
old paternalistic, patronizing spirit toward the natives with one of 
respect for their capabilities. This mutual respect tends toward genuine 
reli~ious self-expression on the part of the converts. 
The Christian Church, however, can hope for little progress in 
establishing peaceful relationships among the nations until it is able 
to present to the world a mora united front. Under present conditions 
it is impossible for Protestantism~~ to speak its mind in any uni-
fied way on the great human questions which constantly confront the world. 
"The church must cleanse herself of all the ele.ments which in herself 
of all the elements which in herself contradict the ideal which she pro-
1. "Popular Opinion and Theology" pp.255-256 
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claims •••• The unrelatedly separate existence of organization so 
nearly alike as the chief denominations are in fact becoming intolerable 
• • • • There should be some kind of union which will put back of the 
Christian message the weighty authority of singleness of fundamental aim 
and plan •••• It is only in such wholeness that the Christianity of 
the church will attain unto the arresting and compelling forcefulness 
1 
of final religious authority. 11 In short, if the church would make the 
world safe for democracy, she must be a democracy herself. 




Joseph Fort Newton* 
'!Without the truth there is no knowing; 
Without the way there is no going" 
---Thomas a Kempis 
Does Christianity really furnish any code of group morality? Do 
the teachings of Jesus actually provide a standard of conduct for groups 
as well as for individuals! If so, how can they be applied! If not, 
how must they be supplemented to produce a code of group ethics! These 
are the searching 9uestions which must form the approach to Dr. Joseph 
Fort Newton's attitude toward war. These are the problems which must 
be met, in his estimation, if the world 's social, industrial, and inter-
national relationships are to be improved. The fact that Dr. Newton, 
together with Dr. Felix J'.dler, answers the first question in the negative 
gives evidence of the serious nature of his inquiry, and contains the key 
to a proper appreciation of his position regarding war . 
*Note: Though Dr. Newton has written and spoken much on the subject of war, 
his utterances are, for the most part, practically inaccessible. 
During his ministry in England (1916-1920) his sermons were published 
in "The Christian Commonwealth", the City Temple paper, which has 
since ceased to exist. Its files are unavailable in America. In 
his letter of regret, however, Dr. Newton explained that an 
interpretation of his position would require an inquiry as to whether 
Christianity really furnishes any code of group morality . In this 
connection he strongly recommended Dr. Felix Adler's "extraordinary 
book", "The Reconstruction of the Spiritual Ideal". In a second 
letter he very graciously outlined his conception of the whole 
problem, reiterating his increasing agreement with Dr. Adler's position 
The consideration of Dr. Nev;ton' s attitude toward war, therefore, 
will be rather the discussion of a wider problem---that of the 
discovery and development of a code of group ethics to surpass the 
limitations of a purely individualistic Christianity. The inves-
tigation has been based on three sources of information: Dr. Newton's 





Dr. Newton's discussion of the problem betrays sincere 
firmness of conviction and depth of intellectual insight, combined 
with a profound appreciation of the teachings of Jesus. The thought-
fulness and care with which he considered the problem impress one at the 
outset with the great difficulties involved in its solution. In order 
to give a perfectly accurate summary of his line of thought• we shall 
quote verbatim the major portions of his letter of February 25,1927. 
"From my point of view", says Dr. Newton, "the problem of war is 
only one aspect of a much wider and deeper problem, and we can never 
solve it until we discover and develop a code of group morality for 
groups both small and great. As matters stand now, we are impotent to 
deal with these vast world issues. Such doors cannot be unlocked with 
the tiny key of private piety and a code of personal righteousness. Of 
course, that tiny key is unutterably precious and we must keep it at all 
costs, but it simply does not fit the lock of the door which we are try-
ing to open. A purely individualistic Christianity, no matter how deep 
and tender, is utterly inadequate to meet the issues of our time. This 
is made plain in a thousand ways. 
"More and more I find myself agreeing with the searching insight 
of Felix Adler in the book to which I referred you, which is the keenest 
critique of the limits of Christian ethics of which I have any knowledge. 
It pays tribute •••• to the deep inwardness of the moral teaching of 
Jesus, while showing at the same time that it really does not furnish a 
code for the guidance of a group. Jesus does lay down specific and 
picturesque rules for dealing with personal insults, but, as a matter of 
fact; He has nothing to say and nothing that would apply to the problem 
of war, save insofar as His vision of the Kingdom of Heaven implies 
abolition and impossibility of war; but that Kingdom manifestly cannot 
be brought to earth by merely personal righteousness or individual 
spiritual experience. 
"The whole method of Jesus had to do with individuals. Even be-
t ween individuals His principle of the Golclen Rule is often awbuard. 
The impish remark of Bernard Shaw has its point when he says 'Do not 
do unto others as you would that they should do. Their tastes may be 
different.' The Golden Rule is obviously inapplicable between groups, 
especially large groups. 
"It is hardly necessary for me to point out that we have no such 
thing as group morality. One constantly sees Christian men, and even 
churches, do as a group and in their corporate c~pacity what not one 
of them would be guilty of as an individual. Men who in their personal 
lives are deeply and sincerely Christian do the most brutally unbelievable 
things. 
"I can never forget Sir Edward Grey, as he was then, the British 
Foreign Minister, telling of the atmosphere in which he had to negotiate 
. in the years before the war. A group of men would meet for conference, 
individually high~minded and often Christian men, but as soon as they 
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sat down to the table to take up the business in hand everything changed 
and everything seemed to slump from their high individual standards to 
low, sordid selfishness, in which each tried to get all that he could and 
keep all that he had. As Sir Edward said, it was a dirty, discouraging 
business, and all because they could not carry their private spiritual-
mindedness into public-mindedness. 
"How often we hear it said that all the problems of society and 
industry would be solved if we could only apply the spirit and principles 
of Jesus. But how can they be so applied! It is one of the most intricate 
and difficult things imaginable, just because we have, as a matter of fact, 
no code of .group ethics. The campaign now going on behalf of the outlawry 
of war is a step, let us hope, towards the development of a common moral 
judgment, which will declare war to be a sin in religion and a crime in the 
public law of the world. 
"To discuss the whole matter as it should be discussed would of 
course require a book. • • • Meanwhile I think the book of Adler is one of 
the most vital books of our generation, and has at least laid the foundation 
upon which others may build." 
By way of illustration, Dr. Newton adds a footnote which gives further 
significance to the body of the letter: 
"In New York the other day I talked with a little group of Chinese 
students in Columbia University. From them I had confirmation of what I 
had read in the papers, that the present revolution in China was instigated 
and intellectually at least led by Chinese students who have studied in the 
universities of Europe and America. As you may have noticed in the despatches, 
they have practically repudiated Christianity on the ground that since it does 
not challenge and change the fundamental immoralities of our civilization, 
they do not see how it can do China much good. · It is a shining example, as 
you will see, of just what we have been talking about in the above letter. 
Our missionaries preach piety to the Chinese, while our government and others 
plunder the land. In other words, as a national group we are bandits but 
individually we profess to be Christians. No wonder the Chinese students, 
seeing the ghastly deficit between our individual piety and our national 
group immorality, are disgusted." 
Such a clear statement of attitude requires little comn1ent. In brief, 
Dr. Newton's contention i~ this: To solve the problem of war, which is one 
phase of the' larger problem of group relationships,the primary requisite is 
the development and application of a code of group morality. Christianity 
does not furnish this code; Jesus' message was addressed to individuals, 
and the Golden Rule is · inapplicable among groups. The Christian principles 
which govern the personal lives of men do not function when these same men 
e.ct as members of groups. The "spirit and principles of Jesus 11 can be 
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applied on a large scale only \"lhen we have discovered and developed a code 
of group ethics. 
On what principle---what ideal---must this code be based? Dr. 
Newton's answer, in its essential features, is the answer of Dr. Adler, 
which is elaborated in his book, "The Reconstruction of the Spiritual 
Ideal". An understanding of Dr. Adler's main position, therefore, should 
lead us also to the solution which Dr. Newton would offer. 
The Golden Rulei holds Dr. Adler•, is not universally infallible. 
It assumes that the parties concerned are alike, while most of our 
relationships)t' are between parties that are unlike. Therefore one can 
not always tell what is right merely by an imaginary transposition of 
himself into the other's place. This is even more obviously true where 
groups are concerned. Hero, to a greater extent than with individuals, 
relations are those of the unlike to the unlike. This revenls the 
fundamental need for a mo~~ality of groups, which up to the present has 
not been met. "Where there should be definite standards there are none; 
1 
where there should be ideals of behavior there is a void." 
It is evident, therefore,"that the reconstruction of the moral 
1 
ideal is indispensable as a basis for the reconstruction of society." 
What we need is a principle capable of application to the moral re-
lationships of groups. The setting up of this ideal is justifiable and 
necessary, regardless of the remoteness of its realization. 
The Christian principle of self-identity must be modified so that 
the divine principle is revealed ~n ~ different way in each person. It 
is this unlikeness which forms the foundations of the reconstructed 
•Here be gins a sketch of Dr. Adler's treatment of the problem, insofar 
as it has a bearing on international relationships. For the sake of 
smoothness, allusions to his name are avoided, and the argument is 
summarized as though coming directly from him. All references, except 
as otherwise indicated, are taken from "The Reconstruction of the 
Spiritual Ideal. " 
l. p.26. 
ethical ideal. It makes each man indispensable as a member of an in-
finite spiritual organism, and this indispensability constitutes the 
essence of his moral character. 
Thus we have an infinite society of spiritual persons, each 
spiritual nature being expressed in a manner unlike that of the rest. 
If this unlikeness is irreducible, which W9 must hold, how can such 
a host of unlike personalities become a 11 COr.'ll11onweal th of spiritual 
beings"! This is possible because "the unlikeness of each is such as 
1 
to elicit the unlikeness in all the rest." This enables us at last 
2 
to formulate a vital and practical ethical rule: "Seek to elicit in 
the other the consciousness of his indispensableness, that is, of his 
membership in the infinite spiritual commonwealth, and in so doing 
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you will gain the conviction of your own membership therein. Ybu will 
not save your soul, but achieve the unshakeable conviction that you 
are soul, or spirit." More simply---"Seek to elicit the best in others, 
and thereby you will bring to light the best that is in yourself; evoke 
the distinctive unlikeness of others, and thereby you will promote the 
destructive unlikeness which is your own essential self." 
In such a reconstruction of the spiritual ideal lies the secret. 
of group morality. The universal acceptance of the code outlined above 
would mean the solution to the problem. The date of that recognition is 
yet far distant, but w~ must remember that every true ideal is ·"yet to 
be realized." We are immediately confronted with the application of this 
code to international relationships. How can this be made? 
The development of morality in relations among nations must begin 
with a reconstructed, spiritual conception of civilization, based on the 
ethical i deal a lready outlined. "If one thinks of the different groups 
as stations on the way to personality, if one regards the larger groups, 
l. p.56. 2. pp.56-57. 
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owing to their more complex internal and external relations, as offering 
enhanced opportunity for the application of the spiritual rule---that of 
eliciting the best in others and t hereby in oneself-- -if one thinks of 
finite conditions as the raw material on which the spiritual nature of man 
is to leave its imprint, then civilization may well stand, must stand, 
for the highest expression of the infinite spirit in the finite human 
1 
world." 
This conception of civilization reveals the collective tas k of 
mankind, which constitutes the uniting principle of the world society. 
"The task of hwnanity is to build up a genuine civilization, a corpus 
spirituals of mankind, a counterpart, however incomplete, of the infinite 
spiritual society, a civitas terrestris reflecting the civitas superna. 
And each nation, as an organic member of his corpus spirituals, is to 
offer its contribution to ward the fulfillment of the one all-embracing 
2 
task." Each nation li.as iiE own type of civilization, more or les s ad-
vanced, to offer. Each has its excellences and its faults, and should 
r eco gnize the latter a s well as the former. The transformat i on of 
nat ional conceit into something higher---the spiritual ideal---would 
mean great progress toward the solution of the problem. The e f f ort 
to assimilate the good qualities of other nations, and to help them 
strengthen their weaknesses, will lead to the gradual diminution, and 
disappear ance of evil traits in one's own type of civilization. Each 
nation, by seeking to elicit . the best in other nations, will elicit the 
best in its own. Such is the ideal which, if converted into reality, 
would result in international morality, and therefore peace. 
The international ideal that will prove effective is nnot peace 
f or the sake of prosperity, not an equal right to the vague thing called 
nat i onal happiness, •••• but rather an equal right for each people to 
l. pp.l 61-162. 2. PP• 162-163. 
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contribute its best toward the fulfillment of the task of mankind, an 
equal right to perfect that type of civilization for which it stands, 
v1ith the view of perfecting the grander and nobler civilization of the 
future. An intrinsic bond only, can finally unite the peoples of the 
earth. And that intrinsic bond is not self-interest, but international 
love, the love that acknowledge s that the best in the life of other 
peoples is an essential element in a people 1 s own best l ife , and that a 
nation produces the best in itself by endeavoring to bring the deposit 
1 
of the best in others to light. 
The requirements for the practical application of this spiritual 
ideal in international relationships 'may be summarized as follows: 
1. "Whatever constitution for an international society may be 
proposed is to be tested and judged by the ennobling retroactive effect 
it is likely to have on the member nations themselves.· 
2. "In order to overcome the clash of interests and purposes, there 
must be an OV€l rarching end, an end so commanding and august that the 
private inter ests are seen to be be st achieved when they strip t hemselves 
of their privacy and coincide wi th t hat ulterior, grander end. In the 
case of the cla sh of nation with nation, the overarchi ng end i s the 
spiritual ideal of civilization as defined. 
3. "For practical next steps toward the formation of a society of 
mankind, the three thoughts are: concentration on one urgent issue at a 
time with a view of gradually increasing an enlightened world public 
opinion; confrontation in the case of controvers ies with the view of over-
coming ex parte propaganda and bringing out the right on either side; and 
finally ~-relation instead of mere coordination , with the view of help-
ing on the organization of the corpus spirituals, the civilization in 
wh ich the soul of humanity will have its body." 
1. pp.lBB-189. 
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On such a spiritual ideal, thinks Dr. Newton, can be built the code 
of group morality which Christianity, in his opinion, does not provide. 
vThen each nation comes to regard itself as an integral part of the organic 
whole of civilization, it will seek to elicit the best in every other 
nation, and thereby bring out the best in itself. In the light of this 
ideal, we can better understand the const r uctive measures which Dr. Newton 
himself proposes as necessary to insure the pe ace of the world. Before 
considering these, however; it will be enlightening to have a definite 
statement of his personal attitude toward war. This is concisely formulated 
in his letter of October 22,1926, where he says, "In regard to my personal 
attitude, I can say that it has not greatly changed since 1914 and even be-
fore that time. Always I have regarded war as the ultimate stupidity simply 
stupendous in its dimensions and a form of insanity when it comes to settling 
international disput es. This abhorrence of war is echoed in his sermon, 
"The Ordeal of Peace", where he asserts, "War is just the killing of boys, 
1 
and nobody can make anything else out of it." "Yet, strangely enough," 
continues Dr. Newton in his letter,"! have -never been able to take the 
pacifist's position or any other absolutist attitude towards war." 
~bile Dr. Bewton cannot be termed an absolute pacifist, he is not con-
tent with idle denunciation of war. He is not one of those who regard war 
as inevitable, but places great emphasis on that kind of constructive faith 
and activity which will ultimately make war an impossibility. And here we 
can trace clearly the application of Dr. Adler's spiritual ideal. "If war 
is an eternal human fact the Christianity is as vain as all the vain things 
proclaimed by Solomon, and had better be given up. But if there is a God 
above man, a God who dwells in man, and if humanity exists for other ends 
than trade, tariff and strife, we must reorder our thinking and living to 
fit that faith. According to our faith in this ultimate reality of God or 
l."The Ordeal of Peace", p.lO 
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no God, according to our choice---each in his own heart--between 
spirituality and materialism, so it will be unto us, whether war is to 
1 
be eternal or reason shall rule in human affairs." 
"What can we do1" asks Dr. Newton, and proceeds to answer the question. 
"First of all, the growing moral judgement of the r ace can, and will, de-
clare war to be a sin in religion and a crime in the public l aw of the 
world. If any one seeks •••• 'the moral equivalent of war', he can find 
it in fighting war itself, and he wi ll discover that such a crusade is 
sufficiently dramatic. Second, we can stop the private manufacture of arms 
and ammunition for purposes of war. If this be done, as it can and must 
be, it will surprise us how quickly many amiable men will lose their faith 
in war as a permanent factor in civilization. Also, much of the poisonous 
propaganda. • will be hushed ••••• 
"Further, it is the manifest will of God, if it is pos sible f or 111en 
to read the Eternal 'Nil l in the facts and events of history. • •• that 
humanity shall have some kind of world organization and understanding, by 
whatever name it may be called. Distance is annihilated; the ends of the 
earth are tied together •••• The interweaving and intercorrununication of 
humanity is a fact. Dra-.:m together, driven together, we must organize to 
live together, whether we like it or not. The earth has bec ome a neighbor-
hood, and it must learn neighborliness. It is not impossible; it is in-
evitable •••• Only by conference, by cooperation, by submitting differences 
2 
to a High Court of the World, can they be settled in a civilized manner." 
But the peace of the world can never be wrought merely through a few 
leaders of noble character. "It is not enough that a few high-minded men 
of state should assemble and plan for the peace and order of the race. 
That is nece ssary; but their plans will ultimately depend for their reali za-
tion upon a finer moral and spiritual life rising out of the heart of the 
people. It is impossible to overestimate the spiritual f act or~ . . . . 
l. "The Ordeal of Peace" ,pp. 7-8 2. Ibid., pp.ll-12 
112 
There must be a power of faith, a will to fello wship, a creative audacity 
of adventure , a 1 league of friendly minds', and only the very genius of 
the religious spirit can achieve such a result. Not religion as an 
abstraction, still less as a huddle ·of sects, but religion as a great law 
and .principle of being , can save us from cynicism and savagery. As for 
the Church, if it cannot keep peace within its own fello wship, it can do 
little in behalf of the peac e of mankind. No, there must be a new 
dimension of religion---more real, more drastic, more heroic, more human 
and practical in its insight and appeal, more divine in its consecrating 
l 
compassion." 
Dr. Newton believes in facing the facts, and is fully alive to the 
needs which must be met before the ideal of pe e.ce can become a reality. 
But he e.llows no place for the despairing mind and sounds a note of 
optimism that bids men take heart and exert themselves to create and spread 
the spirit of righteousness and ~rotherhood. We must "make the public law 
and peace of the world our personal concern. • • • using every agency at 
our command to bring an intelligent, vigilant, articulate public opinion* 
to the service of sani ty, good-will, and the most effective pre.ctical pro-
posals •••• 
"Fear has done i ts worst. Statesmanship has done its best. Force 
has failed. Spiritual influences must now take up the task, softening the 
bitterness of man and weaving a better spell upon the human mind. Only love 
remains, and love 'never faileth', if we have the daring to try it. Man has 
a genius for trying all the wrong ways before he attempts the right way . The 
morning of the race is young---man i~ only a step or two on his way to the 
2 
City of Go d . 11 
*Compare this conception with Dr. Adler's "world public opinion", "world 
conscience" , and ''overarching end". 
l. "The Ordeal of Peace" , pp.l2-13. 2. Ibid., pp.l3-14. 
Chapter X 
Kirby Page 
"Love your enemies, do good to them that hate you, bless 
them that curse you, pray for them that despitefully 
use you." 
"They shall beat their swords into plowshares, and their 
spears into pruning-hooks; nation shall not lift up 
sword against nation, nBither shall they learn war any 
more." ---Isaiah 2:4. 
"Above all nations is humanity." 
---Kirby Page. 
If the Christian leaders of America were to be enumerated in order 
on the basis of their constructive efforts toward the complet e repudia-
tion and abolition of the war system, the name of Kirby Page would 
occupy a position near the top of the list. He is one of the few who 
have been willing to take the absolute pacifistic position, and stands 
in unequivocal opposition to war of all kinds. He does not believe "that 
the use of military or naval weapons against other nations is ever jus-
1 
tifiable. 11 He is not satisfied, however, with the passive declaration 
that he will not participate in or sanction any future war; on the con-
trary, he is constantly active as a speaker and writer in the cause of 
peace. His position might be termed one of practical idealism, in that 
he is actively engaged in the promotion of methods through which the 
pacifistic ideal may be realized. 
The reasons for Mr. Page 1 s attitude of unqualified pacifism may be 
summarized in one---his earnest conviction that all war is utterly 
irreconcilable with the spirit and teachings of Jesus. With him religious 
loyalty is the primary consideration, taking precedence over national 
allegiance and all other loyalties. 11 For me to sanction or participate in 
war", says Mr. Page, would mean the adoption of attitudes and practices 
1. Kirby Page, 11An American Peace Policy", footnote, p.66. 
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which I regard as an absolute repudiation of Jesus' way of life. I do not 
believe that a man can ever serve his country or humanity most effectively 
by abandoning that way of life. In proportion as a citizen really follows 
Jesus he becomes a true servant of his country. Therefore , I feel under 
obligation to disobey any law that would compel me to engag~ in war and thus 
1 
deny my Lord and betray humanity." 
Mr . Page's convictions have undoubtedly been strengthened by his 
realization of the horrors of modern warfare. In fact, this element must be 
accorded an important place. This may be assumed from the fact that his 
commitment to the ideals of pacifism was made during the liJorld War, after 
he had seen service with the Y.M.C.A. in :france. In a letter to the writer 
dated November 6,1926, Mr. Page says, "I reached my present convictions in 
the fall of 1916 and have not made any fundamental changes since that time.•• 
His published writings also support this conclusion, for he dwells at length 
on the savige barbarity and indiscriminate brutality of war in its present 
stage of development, as well as its failure to achieve any good end. Such 
consideration naturally served to concentrate his thought and crystallize 
what was probably a pre-conceived belief that war is unchristian. 
In the opinion of Mr. Page, war is the supreme evil of the universe---
the sum of all evils. 11The fact is that modern war is a combination of the 
greatest iniquities of life. Dr. Homer Folks spoke the literal truth when 
he said; 1We may select from all those other enemies of human life their 
worst features, combine them into one quintessence of horror, intensify 
2 
this to the nth degree, scatter it continent-wide, and that is war. I II 
Believing as he does that war is the consummation of all evil, it is logical 
that Mr. Page should take the absolutist position with regard to it. In his 
estimation no end justifies war as a means. "I am thoroughly convinced that 
modern war weapons and methods cannot be used successfully in a~hieving a 
1. 11The Abolition of War", pp.87-88 2. Ibid., p.52. 
holy end •••• The end in view does not determine the effec t iveness or 
failure of war as a means of reaching a desired goal •••• We are not 
1 
making a decision concerning an end but a method.h In other words, the 
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;var method, that of wholesale slaughter, is never justifiable, regardless 
of the worthiness of the end sought.* 
In his book, "War: Its Causes, Consequences, and Cure", Mr. Page 
discusses at length the causes of the World War, revealing therein what he 
regards as the causes of modern war in general. These he regards as five 
in number: (1) Economic Imperialism, implying bitter international rivalry 
for raw materials, markets, trade routes, colonies, and spheres of in-
fluence; (2) Militarism, the accepted reliance on military force for the 
attainment of desired ends, based largely on a belief that war is inevitable, 
and leading to competitive armaments which increase the possibility and peril 
of war; (3) Alliances, wrought by the efforts of nations to strengthen their 
position by pooling resources; (4) Secret Diplomacy , through which the des-
tiny of whole peoples is determined by the manipulaUons and negotiations of 
a few government officials; and (5) Fear, based on international hatred and 
distrust, and engendered by the propaganda of foreign offices and war de-
partment seeking support for their policies. 
As might be expected, the measures advocated by Mr. Page for the 
abolition of war are tempered largely by his opinion of its causes. Pro-
cecding according to the theory that war can be abolished only when its 
causes are removed, he proposes five steps which must be taken if the ab-
clition of ~ar is to become a reality. At the outset, however, he is 
c.areful to point out the enormous difficulties involved. "There is no 
panacea for war . No single plan is adequate to prevent all wars. The 
situation is much too complex. The war system is too deeply imbedded in 
1. 11The .Abolition of War 11 , p.92 
* See the discussion of Dr. Sherwood Eddy 's views concerning the results 
of war, above, pp. 23-25. 
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our social structure. Many different measures must be advocated simulta-
1 
neously, if war is to be abolished." 
1. The Abandonment of J.<;conomic Imperialism. "War cannot be abolished 
without the payment of a great price. One of the elements of this cost is 
the willingness of the 6overnments to refrain from using national armies, 
navies and diplomatic influence to aid their citizens in gaining or main-
taining economic concessions or other financial advantages in foreign 
countries. War is likely to break out at any time so long as present 
1 
practices in this regard are continued." 
Three phases of modern economic activity, thinks Mr. Page, are large-
ly motivated by imperialistic designs: (1) the effort to secure new territory 
and concessions; (2) the maintenance and extension· of markets; and (3) the 
investment of capital in foreign countries. The attempt, often selfish, 
to secure such economic gains has been directly and indirectly responsible 
for innumerable wars. The danger arises, however, not so much frorn the 
competition of individual citizens as from the diplomatic, financial,and 
military support accorded them by their Governments. Quite naturally, 
holds Mr. Page, Governments never proclaim baldly to their citizens 
these economic causes of war. Support is gained ·rather through the appeal 
to national pride, national honor, national safety, and the jealousy of 
other nations. Because of economic imperialism, war is a constant threat 
and possibility, and it must be abandoned if war is to be prevented. 
"It is obvious," asserts Mr. Page, "that the capital of more advanced 
nations is needed to aid in the development of more backward countries. It 
is in the exploitation of these backward nations that the danger is found. 
It seems clear that we may expect wars so long as economic exploitation is 
enforced by diplomacy and military power •••• As far back as 1867 the 
Brazilian jurist, Calvo, maintained that foreigners had no right to expect 
l."War, Its Causest Consequences and Cure"t p.51. 
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their governments to intervene either with military force or diplomatic 
action in purely financial disputes •••• If the statesmen of the various 
nations desire to prevent further wars, it is imperative that they should 
l 
quickly agree to some such proposal as that advanced by Calvo." 
2. Disarmament. "Armaments are the chief cause of fear between na-
tions. Fear is the chief cause of war. War produces still greater fear. 
Fear in turn produces larger armaments. This is the vicious circle in 
which the nations have been traveling during the past century with ar-
2 
maments piling higher and higher, and fear steadily increasing." 
Moreover, the existence of huge armaments destroys confidence in 
other methods for obtaining pratection and justice. The constant train-
ing ' of large bodies of soldiers---the symbol of reliance on force---
tends to perpetuate the apotheosis of physical force, &~d leads whole 
nations to place their reliance in militant methods. This exaltation 
of physical force has been called by Benjamin Kidd "the great pagan 
retrogression" of Wes t ern civilization. 
The exploitation of weaker peoples is dependent chiefly upon ar-
maments, which are the main reliance of traders and diplomats. Finally, 
Mr. Page points out that armaments place an excessive financial burden 
upon modern governments, diverting public money from more constructive 
enterprises~ This he illustrates by presenting a summary of the 1922 
budget of the United States Government, showing the 85.8fo of the ex-
penditures were in payment for past wars and preparation for future wars. 
3. Abolition of Secret Diplomacy. The existence of secret diplomacy 
may be traced to the fact that many acts of government diplomats will not 
bear public scrutiny. Such acts, in turn, are possible because of the 
secrecy and irresponsibility of diplomatic negotiations. This condition 
Mr. Page characterizes as another "vicious circle" which must be broken. 
1. "War", pp.56-57. 2.Ibid., 57. 
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"'l'he abandonment by Governments of the practice of supporting their citizens 
in the economic exploitation of weaker peoples will largely remove the need 
for secret diplomacy. On the other ~nd, open diplomacy with full publicity 
of all major activities of diplomats will h~lp enormously in securing the 
abandonment of imperia listic designs. • • • A greater degree of democratic 
control of the foreign poli~ies of the various nations in one of the 
1 
dominant needs of" th~:: hour.u 
4. The Establishm~nt of International Processes of .Justice. I~. Page 
believes t hat one of the primary necessities in any program for the ab-
olition of war is the creation and development of permanent and com-
prehensive machinery for the peaceful settlem~t of in~ernational disputes. 
Writing editorially in nThe World Tomorrow", he says, "Three kinds of 
agencies are required: A permanent channel through which representatives 
of the respective nations of the world may regularly and continuously con-
fer together concerning connnon problems and thr·ough Vihich agreements may 
be reached; an international administrative body through which these 
agreements may be executed; and an international ~ribunal ~o in~erpret the 
2 
m~aning of agreements and settle legal disputes between nations.tt These 
activities, thinks Mr. Page, can be best promoted through three main 
channels: the Outlawry o!' War, the League of Nations, and the World Court. 
( 1) The Outlawry of War. * Mr. Page recogniz~::s the necessity for th~:: 
codification of a body of international law in which war shall be outlawed 
as a crime among nations. He agrees with the proponents of the plan in 
holding that in~erna~ional peace can be insured only when the world is 
ordered in terms of pe~ce instead of on the basis of war. He also regards 
as sound the three pillars of the Outlav~y plan: the proclama~ion by agre~-
ment that war is a crime; the codif ica~ion of international law; and the 
1. "Warn , p • .59 2. Vol. LX., No.6 {Nov., 1926), p.21.5 
*For a summary of ~he plan for the Outlawry of War, see pp .6 2-64. 
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establisament of an international court with inherent and affirmative 
jurisdiction. This method is serious~ limited, however, in Mr. Page's 
opinion, because it provid~s for no legislative body to govern the passage 
of laws, and no administrative body to execute them. It reserves, too, 
the right of each individual na~ion of defense against attack, therefore 
retaining much of the old danger of war, since a purely aggressive war 
is practically unknown in modern history. Nevertheless, Mr. Page heartily 
endorses the movement as a whole, and feels that "every citizen who is 
seeking international justice and good will should throw the weight of his 
1 
influence behind this proposal to outlaw war as a crime.n 
(2) The League of l'iations. Mr. Page looks to the League uf Nations 
~o furnish the legislative body which he deems necessary for the future 
peace of the world. His belief in the League as an essential part of the 
peace machinery is shovm in his statement concerning America's entrance: 
"The ideals and aspirations of the American people with regard to world 
peace can never be fully realized until the United States is a full-fledged 
2 
member of the League." 
Un the other hand, Mr. Page believes that the League as at present 
constituted is far from perfect. "There are grave weaknesses in the League 
at the present time, including the following: (1) Several major powers are 
not included in its membership (Germany had not entered at the time of 
writing--~1924); (2) too much authority is placed in the hands of the Council 
and not enough in the hands of the Assembly •••• ; (:~) it lacks sufficient 
jurisdiction and power to tackle successfully the outstanding problems 
which are threatening the peace of the world; (4) it provides for the ul-
timate use of armed force; (5) it makes no provision foL· the out.lawry of 
) 
the whole war system.n Notwithstanding these faults, Mr. Page .is heartily 
in favor of the League and its general activities, holding that its grad-
1. ''War", p.6t 2. nThe Aboli 1;ion o:t· Warn, p. 72 
) • Ibid., p~6} 
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ual perfection, accompanied by the development of the other recommended 
agencies, will eventually give it great power in securing peace . Its 
present weaknesses, he hold~ should not prevent any nation from joining, 
but should challenge all to cooperate in making it more efficien't. 
(3) The World Court. Mr. Page regards the World Court as nthe 
latest step in the long march from armed combat to reasoned agreement.•• 
He firmly believes in the necessity for such an international tribunal. 
Here aga in, however, he does not hesitate to point out deficiencies. At 
present no nation has the right to sue anoth~r for redress or compel its 
appearance before the Court. Under this condition the Court is com-
petent to deal only with thos e situations in which all disputing na1.ions 
are ·wil l i ng to abide by i'ts decisions. The Coru·t, therefore, mi ght have 
little effect in those questions entailing the grea~est menace to world 
peace. It is handicapped also by the l~ck of any definite code of inter-
national law. Nevertheless, "it is a beginning, not an end. It has ser-
ious limitations and flaws which will wreck its usefulness if neglected. 
It can, however, be changed when the nations are so minded, and undoubted-
l y will be grea'tly modified during the next few years. The entrance of 
2 
the United States would enable it to gain strength more rapidly. " 
With reference to the establishment of this in'terna'tional machinery, 
lar. Page is an opyortunist. He perceives the steps which lie i mmediately 
ahead, and believes that the ideal of peace will be finally achieved only 
by t aking advantage of each immediate opportunity. War can not be ab-
olished b7 a single stroke, and it is useless to wait for a day when peoples 
will be universally minded 'toward peace, and then set international organ-
i za'tions into operation. Constructive methods must be employed as fast 
a s poss ib le, and gradually perfected, if the will to peace is 'to be 
promoted. 
l."War", p.6 2 2. Ibid., . p .62 
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"The real question before us is this& how can we secure the nee-
essary machinery? MY own opinion is that it is utterly futile to expect 
the creation of perfect agencies at the moment, and that the wise thing 
to do is to begin with wha t is at hand and seek diligently to i mprove 
and s"trengthen existing agencies. For this reason I am an ardent sup-
porter or the World Court and the Leagu~ of Nations, ·in spite of the 
serious limitations and grave dangers which I observe in these institu-
tions as constituted at presen~. It seems to me far more pr acticable 
to attempt the reconstruction of these bodies from within than to with-
hold our support from international processes until a more perfect in-
1 
strument of expres s ion is available.u 
5. ~Creation of .ru! In11ernational Mind. But all our disarmament, 
open diplomacy and legislative and judicial machin~::ry will accomplish 
little until men's h~arts a re changed. National patriotism must be sup-
plemented by world patriotism. The present conception of national 
sovereignty must be subordi nated to the good of humanity as a whole, and 
this will be possible only through the creation of an international mind. 
This is the contention of Mr. Page when he says, "The prevention of war 
depends, in the last analysis, upon new attitudes of mind. No plan or 
process can prevent war if the nations are bent on f i ghting. • • • The 
t a sk before us, therefore, is to widen the area of good will so that l aw 
and orderly government may transcend nationa l boundaries and include all 
2 
hurnani ty. u 
Mr. Page evinces grave concern for the world's future unless pos-
itive steps are taken along the five indicated paths. "If such measures 
a s these are rejected, and the various nations seek to gain and maintain 
their own selfish interests by the assertion of military force, it is 
only a question of time until another world war breaks out, and concern-
l. " 'l'he World Tomorrow" , Vol. IX., No.6, p.t25 
2.."War", p .69 (See p .70 for recommended concrete measures.) 
ing Western civilization the verdict of history will be handed down: 
t 
Weighed in the :Balanct::S and Found Wanting! 't 
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Mr. Page considers the outlawry and abolition of war as primarily an 
ethica l problem, since all righteous legal judgments are founded upon and 
preceded by ethical judgemen~s. It is natural, in the light of this 
attitud~, that he should place great emphasis on the necessity for con-
structive and positive procedure by the Christian Church. He beli~ves 
tha t the churches of the world should completely renounce all v~r as a 
sinful and unchristian method of dealing with other nations, and definite~ 
refuse to approve or sanction any future war. In support of this position 
he off ers three r easons .• 
life. " 
(1) "War is inherently and essentially a violation of Jesus' way of 
2 
AIT. Page denies the contention of some, .that it is useless to 
appeal to the authority of Jesus on the war question because h~ did not 
have to deal with a war situation. On the contrary, asserts Mr. Page, 
throughout his entire lifetime Palestine was in either latent or actual 
conflict with Rome. The vital national and religious problem of the Jews 
was freedom from Roman domination. Yet Jesus, heralded as the ~~ent or 
emancipation---the Messiah---, refused to accept th~ proposal of his 
zealous followers that he lead them in a military revolt against Rome. 
"Can t here be any duubt, n asks Mr. Page, ntha't the real reason was that 
he saw the futility of the military method and recognized in it a fun-
damental contradiction of the way of lire which he had chosen as his own? 
The whol~ uf his teacning bears out this conclusion. 
"The unity of mankind in a grt::at wurld brotherhoud, .with a common 
Father; the inestimable va lue of even the l~ast of the children of men; 
the du~y of love, even to one's enemies; the avoidance of vengeance and 
and retalia~ion in the face of any provoca~ion, as a substi~ute for the 
1. ''War'', p.70 2. Ibid., 74 
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old law of an eye for an eye; the duty of unending forgiveness, even as 
often as seventy times seven; the persuasive power of sacrifice---can 
1 
the3e be reconciled with the method of war t" 
Mr. Page clinches this interrogative appeal wi th a positive state-
ment which leaves no doubt as to his conception of the duty of the Church. 
11If the methods and weapons of modern war do not violate Jesus 1 way of · 
life, then his words and deed have no meaning and we are left without any 
idea as to what he taught ab out any subject whats oever. Either Jesus was 
unalt erably opposed to the method of war or we have no means of knowing 
v1hat he approved or condemned. 
"Should the churches regard war as sin and refuse to bless it again7 
If by sin the Christian Church means an attitude or practice which is a 
grave violation of the spirit and teaching of Jesus and, therefore, should 
not be tolerated, it would seem to the writer that no o~her consistent 
2 
crourse is open to it than to turn away from all future war as sin ." 
(2) " ~'Jar is ineffective as a means of furthering Christ 1 s Kingd om 
2 
and is self-defeating in its very nature. 11 Regardl ess of what may have 
been true of past wars , modern war cannot . be used as a successful method 
for building the kind of world which Jesus sought t o establish. War can 
no longer be justified on the ground that it is the lesser of t wo evils, 
and it fails to achieve its ends, however high or noble they may be. ~1lr. 
Page cites from the World War what he regards as convinci ng and over~ 
whelm.ing evidence that it failed utterly to attain the results for v1hich 
it was avowedly fought. Thus the fact that there are now larger peace-
time armies than ever before proves that it did not destroy militarism, 
while the chaotic conditions in Russ ia and the dictatorships in Italy and 
Spain show forcibly that it did not make the world safe for democracy. In 
fact, "It has been a long, long time since the world was as unsafe for 
1. "War" pp.77-78. 2. Ibid., p .79. 
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human life, democracy, truth or virtue as at this very hour." 
(3) The absolute repudiation of war by individuals, groups and 
corporate bodi es is the most effective way of compelling governments to 
abandon the war system and to di scover more adequate means of securing 
2 
safety and justice." While allowing a place for each of the two means 
---working from within and from without---of achieving these ends, Mr . 
Page holds that the Church cannot afford to compromise on the war 
question. War i s either right or wrong, For him it is undeniably wrong 
---"it is a way of dealing with disputes between nations which is an 
absolute ·violation of the teaching and example of Jesus and is an in-
3 
stitution wh~ch must be totally abolished if civilization is to endure." 
Therefore the Church shoul d · sever all relations with the war system, and 
attempt to induce governments to adopt a similar policy. Mr. Page ad-
vocates the employment of a fourfold program in the campaign for the 
furtherance of this idea: individual action, group action, corporate 
action, and religious education. 
Mr. Page not only urges for the Church an uncompromising repudiation 
of war, but also formulates what he believes should be the expression of 
concentrated Christian opinion. Incidentally, his statement gives a 
comprehensive summary of his own position regarding war---a position the 
thoroughness, self-consistency, and sincerity of which must command the 
whole-hearted admiration of even the most ardent militarist. 
"The present situation demands extreme measures. Let the churches 
of America say to their own government and to the peoples of the earth: 
VJ e feel so certain that war is now unchristian, futile and suicidal that 
we renounce complet ely the whole war system. \'Je will never again sanction 
or participate in any war . We will not allow our pulpits and .classrooms 
to be used as recruiting stations. We will not again give our financial 
or moral support to any war. We will seek security and justice in other 
1. "War" 1 p.80 2 . Ibid., pp.S0-81 
3. Ibid., p.83 
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ways . We believe in the latent goodness of all peoples everywhere, in 
love and spiritual processes as mightier. tpan military weapons, and that 
the most certain means of overcoming evil is tound in tho spirit of the 
cross. We pledge our time, our energy, our money, and, if necessary , 
our very lives, in the crusade to abolish war and to erect effective 
1 
international processes of justice and goodwill." 





"The resort to war as a remedy is a doubtful expedient, inasmuch as the 
remedy often proves worse than the disease." 
---Augustine* 
"They who enter the school of Christ no longer have the mind for the 
thing s of war." 
---Athanasius** 
1. Similarities and Differences in General Position , 
with Analysis of Underlying Reasons . 
While the foregoing chapters reveal a wide divergence of attitude 
on many phases of the war question, in one very important respect there 
is a unanimity of opinion which stands out above all else. Running 
through the mental fabric of these ten Christian leaders of America may 
be traced the same thread of pronounced antipathy toward war when con-
sidered from the standpoint of the ideal. •ar is variously characterized 
as "futile","delusive", 11 suicidal", "idiotic", "barbarous", and "unchristian". 
War is metaphorically pictured as "bate", "death", "murder", "hell" . What 
Dr . Gordon describes as "a horror" is branded by Dr . Newton as "the ultimate 
stupidity and a form of insanity", and denounced by Dr. Fosdick as 11the 
most colossal and ruinous social sin that afflicts mankind today." No 
adjectives are too strong, no epithets too vivid, to indicate the utter 
abhorrence which these men feel toward war---regarded from the standpoint 
of the ideal human society. 
With regard to the status of war from the practical viewpoint, howev~r, 
there is no such general agreement. In fact, quite the contrary is true---
there is pro nounced disagreement. For purposes of comparison, the ten men 
may be divided roughly into t wo groups, representing attitudes which are 
*Quoted follo wing lecture in medieval church history by Prof. George Croft 
Cell, April 27,1927. 
**From 11Contra Gentes ", quoted in lecture in medieval church history by 





diametrically opposite. They not only embody antithetical conceptions 
of the justifiability of war, but also differ materially in their 
interpretation of the practical relation between war and the Christian 
religion. For one group war is never justifiable; for the other, it 
may sometimes be both justifiable and necessary. Some hold that war 
is absolutely incompatible wHh the spirit and teachings of Jesus; others, 
that certain wars are actually supported by Jesus' conception of the na-
ture of evil, and therefore consistent with the Christian religion. 
The greatest number of the men considered, while ad..rnitting the 
brutality and absurdity of war, believe that it may sometimes be unavoid-
able. This belief leads them to draw a distinction between aggressive 
and defensive warfare. No nation, they contend, is justified in a war of 
aggression, but every country possesses the inalienable right to defend 
itself in case of attack. Human personality is precious, but mere 
physical existence is worth little when shorn of the things which give 
life value. Conditions may arise where honor, liberty, and justice are 
at stake; in such situation war is inevitable as a final resort. Horrible 
as war undoubtedly is, it may sometimes be necessary to avert a loss of 
freedom. The nation dominated by selfish ambition must not be allowed to 
work its brutal will on the rest of the world. In short, a war is ethical 
when it is fought in behalf of great causes; a war is moral, and therefore 
ju stifiable, when it redeems conditions worse than itself. In line with 
this general position are Doctors Cadman, Gordon, Jefferson, Hough, 
McConnell, and Newton. Allowances must be made, of course, for individual 
variations. 
Dr. Holmes, Dr. Eddy, and Mr. Page, however, are unwilling to con-
cede any moral difference between offensive and defensive wars. Dr. 
Fosdick is also strongly inclined toward t his position. Holding that all 
war is wrong, this group steadfastly maintain that under no circumstances 
• 
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is armed conflict ever justifiable for either side. They point out that 
there is in reality no such thing as a. purely defElnsi ve war ; even if 
there were , they insist, it would serve no ends that could not be bett~r 
achieved in some other way . War is inherently wrong, the sum of all 
villainies, and no end, however sacred, justifies its employment as a 
means. 
It is readily apparent that the positionsupheld by these two gen-
eral groups are, in the main , utterly irreconcilable. This undeniable 
antithesis is revealed most forcibly in the attitudes of Dr. John Haynes 
Holmes and Dr. Lynn Harold Hough. Dr. Hough, insisting upon the neces-
sity for facing the facts, recognizes the existence of evil in the world, 
and asserts that in the final analysis physical force is the only effec-
tive means of coping with and subduing that evil. Dr. Holmes, no less 
alive to the existence and activity of the forces of evil, steadfastly 
maintains that they can be dealt with most effectively through the em-
ployment of moral and spiritual, rather than physical, force . Dr. Hough 
and Dr . Holmes manifestly typj.fy two opposite poles of opinion. 
The attitudes of the ten leaders toward justifiabl e war are closely 
related to their positions regarding the use of physical force. In gen-
eral, those who a~1it the possible necessity for defensive and emancipative 
warfar e believe also that force is indispensable in modern society. The 
members of this group, therefore, insist that in some international sit-
uations the employment of physical force may be both necessary and ben-
eficial. The only way to prevent selfish, brutal nations from tyranniz-
ing the world and overthrowing the ideals which civilization has slowly 
built up is by meeting physical force with a physical force greater than 
itself. Pacific means must be employed as far as possible, but in the last 
analysis evil can be effectually suppressed onl y when it is made to fear 
the forces of good. Moral suasion will be successful in 'many instances, 
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but a determined enemy will respect only the country v:hich is physically 
mor9 powerful than itself. 
On the other hand, those who take the thorough-going pacifistic 
position are consistent in holding that physical force can never be 
righteously employed in international relationships. Moral forceJ, they 
assert, is always more powerful and more effective in achieving a de-
sired end. The outstanding exponent of this position is Dr. John Haynes 
Holmes, with his doctrine of non-resistance, or spiritual resistance. 
Physical submis sion to ai.'l invading army, asserts Dr. Holmes, may mean 
the temporary loss of political freedom, but in the end the aggressive 
spiritual resistance and continued good will of the conquered 11a.tion 
will prove triumphant. The real freedom is in the realm of ideals, 
and these can never be killed by physical oppression. The essence of 
this position is the belief that resort to violence can accomplish 
nothing that could not be better achieved in some other way . 
2. Reasons Underlying the General Aversion to the War Method. 
Such is the general attitude toward war of the ten Christian 
loaders whose individual positions have been elaborated in t he preceding 
chapters. While all recognize that war can have no place in the ideal 
hur.nan society, the majority are convinced that it is sometimes justifi-
able and necessary in a world whi ch is not yet ideal. Nevertheless, in 
the mind of every man may be detected a marked aversion to war as a 
means of settling international disputes, and an earnest desire to see it 
replaced by peaceful methods. All are agreed that every possible means 
should be employed to prevent it and ultimately effect its complete ab-
olition. ~e must inquire into the reasons underlying this general at-
titude. ' fuy are these leaders of the Christian Church so eager for the 
coming of the day when the resort to war will no longer be necessary? 
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~ lhy must war be finally abolished? 
Various reasons, ranging f r om the expedient to the religious, are 
advanced. War is barbarous and pagan, having no place in a Christian 
world; it is a dangerous menace to civilization itself; it is suicidal, 
i~periling the lives of whole populations, men, women, and chi ldren alike; 
it fails to further any ideal aims; it is no longer glorious or contrib-
ut ory to the development of t he manly virtues; it is futile and in-
effective as a means of settling disputes; it is wrong in both its methods 
and its results; it is a sin against God and man; it is a direct violation 
of the principles of Christianity as set forth in the teachings of Jesus. 
The s e and other reasons have been put forward. To ascr ibe equal prominence 
to them all is manifestly unreasonable. V'Je must ask, then, which motives 
have exercised the greatest influence in the minds of the men actuated by 
them. Upon the answer to this question depends, in large measure, the de-
gree of importance which may be attached to the peace-promoting activities 
of these ministers. 
3. Changes Undergone between 1914 and 1926. 
We have seen how the peace movement bas experienced a marked extension 
since the outbreak of the World War . The war has apparently exerted a pro-
found influence on the thinking of modern Americans regarding the whole 
question of international relatio nships . In what way have the men under 
present consideration been affected by the events occurring during and since 
the war? Is their present attitude toward war merely a temporary reaction 
against militarism generated by the horrors of the recent conflict, or is 
it a genuine and deep-seated conviction of the inherent evils of warT Which 
is the dominant motive, pra.ctical expediency or moral idealism? Are they 
advocating the aboliti on of war simply to save ma~kind from extermination 
---as a sort of defense mechanism---or are they mo tivated by a belief that 
• 
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war is fundamentally and essentially wrong? The solution of these 
problems will be greatly faci l itated by a summary of any changes which 
may have taken place in the attitudes of these Christian l eaders since 
1914 . 
In at least three i nstances there has been no change . Dr . Gordon's 
statement , "I have never changed my mind about war ", is echoed. in the 
testimony of Dr . Holmes and Dr . Jefferson , though th ere is a fundamental 
difference between many phas es of their attitude and his . The events 
of the war and succeeding years have served merely to strengthen Dr. 
Holmes ' pacifistic position, while Dr . Jefferson has been actively en-
gaged in the peace campaign for thirty years , and is still the determined 
foe of militarism in all it s forms . 
In the mi.nds of three others , however , the war brought about a com-
plato reversal of position . Dr . Eddy and Mr . Page , who wer s enthusiastic 
support ers of the cause of the Allies in the early years of the wer , and 
saw service with the Y. M. C. A. in France , have since moved to the opposite. 
ext:..~eme of unqualified opposition to '!Jar . Mr . Page reached his present 
position in the fall of 1916 , while Dr . Eddy ' s decision came in 1923 as 
the culmination of a long :mental struggle . The war wrought similar changes 
in the mind of Dr . Fosdick , who has announced a determination never to 
bless ano·ther war . Between these two extreme s are the four remaining men , 
whose attitudes were more or less modified by the war and subsequent events . 
Not until after the war was Bishop McConnell able to t hink his way through 
on the problem of militari sm . While Dr. Newton has not changed his fun-
damental position , t he war evidently aroused in him a deeper sense of the 
importance and difficulty of the whole probl13m. I n general principles , 
Dr . Hough ' s attitude has remained the same , but his views concerning the 
application of those· principles have changed very decidedly . Dr . Cadxnan 1 ~ 
• 
convictions on the war question v1ere not so much che.nged as intensified, 
with the result that he has been i ncreasingly active in the caus e of peace . 
Briefly stated, the situation is thi3: those ~:ho v;ere inclined to-
ward pacifism before t he war have been strengthened in their views; those 
who were non-committal or relatively unconcerned prior to 1914 , v1i th the 
possible exception of Dr . Gordon, have been brought face to face with the 
problem and impressed as never before with the vital necessity for its 
solution ; and finally, some , who were convinced at first of the righteous -
ness of the war from the standpoint of the Allies , have been lad to re-
nounce co~pletely the entire war system. This brings us to the very core 
of the matter . What .is the primal~y reason underlying this pronounced 
gravitation toward a more determined stand7 
4. Motives Producing the Indice.ted Changes .. 
At first sight 1 i·l; might appear that these men were so filled with 
horror at the spectacle of a world engaged in merci l ess slaughter as to 
resolve that something must be done if civilization is to be preserved. 
Modern warf are has attained such dimensions that humanity can no longer 
indulge in it and live. Its cruelty and barbarity and destructiveness have 
become ~ o great that its continuation means the overthrow of civilization . 
In short , if we do not destroy war , war wi ll destroy us . ~ar has gotten 
beyond t he control of man ; therefore , it must be abolished. 
Similarly , it might seem that t he humanitarian motive has been the 
dominant influence . War as it is fought today means ths death of millions , 
soldiers and civilians alike. War means untold suffering, diseas e , pes-
tilence , and famine. War leaves in i t s bloody trail millions of homeless 
refugees , widowed women, and orphaned children. The ravages of war are 
no longer confined to t he soldiers on the battlefield , but reach out to 
include whole populations . War is entirely incompatible with modern 
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achievements in the line of social uplift nnd di sease prevention. It is 
unbelievable that society can al low such suffering and death to continue. 
/Jar , therefore , must be aboli shed. 
We have seen that both of these motives occupy a prominent ;Jlace 
in the thinking of the men under discussion . Undoubtedly they have exert-
ed a profound effect . Dr. Fosdick , Dr . Eddy , and Mr . Page dwell at. length 
on these phas es of war ' s results. Statist i c s are cited repeatedly to 
make more graphic the terrific carnage of the World War . Recent chemical 
discoveries and militar y inventions are described in order to show the 
infinitely horrible po s sibilities of war in the future . Assuredly , these 
elements ar e of significant importance . There is another motive , however , 
which quite clearly takes precedence over al l others . I n the thinking of 
many may be detected a growing conviction that war may be a sin against 
God and a violation of the teachings of Jesus. This religious motive is 
c l early preeminent , even in the minds of those who lay greatest emphasis 
on the demands of humanitarianism and practical expediency . Thus Dr . 
Fosdick says , "War is unchristian: it cannot be reconciled with the spirit 
of Jesus . 11 For Dr . Eddy "it is the antithesis of everything for which 
Jesus stood , n · while in the opinion of Mr . Page it is '' inherently and 
essentially a violation of Jesus' way of life . " Dr . Cadman , sounding the 
same note , says , "As a Christian and a Churchman I am forbidden to place 
an ensign above the Cross and what the Cross symbolizes . " Dr . Holmes 
is equally convinced when he asserts , "War is in open an(utter violation 
of Christianity •••• The God revealed ·by J esus . . . • is no God of 
battles." For Dr . Jefferson war "is a sin •••• an offense against Al-
mighty God •••• an insult to the Father of our Lord and Savious Jesus 
Christ." Bishop McConnell expresses much the same sentiment in a neg-
.ative way when he says , "In the main , war is the devil ' s own instrument , 
an.d the devil knows better how to use it than the saint does . " While 
the other men are not so forc i bl e in thei r assertions , they staunchly 
believe that war can have no place i n the ideal Christian world . Thus 
Dr . Gordon is of the opinion that nothing can avert war "but the endeav-
or to think as Jesus thought , t o l ove as He loved , and to serve as He 
served. " Dr . Hough , writing in a simi lar vein , says that "inevitably 
the Christian so cial ideal must become operative in i nternational re-
l ations . 11 Even Dr . Newton , skeptical as he is regarding the practicab-
iHty of the Golden Rule in group relationships , admits that Jesus' 
"vision of the Kingdom of Heaven implies aboli t i on and impossibility of 
war ." 
We are justified, then , in concludi ng that r eligious conviction 
is the controlling factor in the attitude s of these ten Ameri can 
Christian leaders . Their motives are rational , expedient , hu.rnanitari an , 
but primarily rel igious . As Dr . Cadman phrases it , "After it has been 
demonstrated that war is too often futile and so destructive as to 
threaten the very life of our civili zation , there l ooms before the con-
sc i ence of believing men and women this inhibition of their Lord . " Those 
who have definitely renounced the whole war system have done so chiefly 
because they are convinced that war is wrong , sinful , and unchristian . 
Those who are unwil l ing to accept a position of thorough- going pacifism , 
and who sanction wars of defense and emancipatj.on , steadfastly oppose all 
other wars and war in the ideal , mainly because of their Christian re-
ligiouc principles . 
If this is true , it might be asked , how can we account for the 
evident relation between the World War and the thinking of most of the 
leaders1 How explain the profound change s of attitude which we have 
noted in some cases 7 Must not such t r ansformations be attributed primarily 
to a reactionary r e~lization that modern war has passed beyond bounds of 
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control , and therefore must be abolished? Not necessarily. In the se 
changes the reaction to the horrors of modern warfare was undoubtedly 
present , as was the recognition that war is a menace to civilizat ion and 
a doubtful means of achieving any noble end. But these factors, aside 
from exerting a powerful influence in themselves~ fulfilled a higher 
function in serving to crystallize and bring to a head the inherent 
religious convictions of the men concerned . The Great War served to 
focus their attention on a problem which until that time had aroused 
only their divided interest. Such a state of mind is r ·eflected in the 
experience of Dr . Fosdick , who writes, "The problem • ••• seemed so 
far away from America that it never got vitally into my consciousness , 
and I had not particularly thought through ways and means of achieving 
what seemed to be the inevitable end of moral development , that war 
would have to stop . 11 The concentration of attention evoked by the \'IJ orld 
war , together with its unprecedented slaughter and destruction, gave rise 
to a growing conviction that war is not in accordance with the will of 
God as revealed in the teachings of Jesus . Hence, the radical changes 
which took place in the minds of some , and the increased efforts on the 
part of others to reduce the possibility of war . 
5. Explanation of Seeming Contradiction. 
A further question arises . In the light of this gradually in-
cr·easing belief that war is unchristian, why is it that no more than 
four out of ten Christian leaders are willing to renounce the whole 
war system! Why is it that many of them , while contending that war 
from the standpoint of the ideal is fundamentally wrong , continue to 
to justify certain war s in practical life! Such a question cannot be 
answered by a surface judgment. In the light of certain facts already 
considered , however , a reasonably accurate solution may be reached. The 
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world in which we are living, they point out, is not an ideal world. ~J e 
cannot afford to ignore the facts, and the facts reveal the presence of 
a vast amount of evil. 1Nhenever possible, this evil must be overcome 
with good. Enemies must be met first with the methods of good will and 
friendship, and in many cases these means will suffice. There is a 
certain type of brute force, however, that has no respect for efforts at 
conciliation , and can be restrained only by a physical force greater 
than itself. As long as there is in the world this element of un-
scrupulous lawlessness , v1ar will remain a possibility and a necessity , 
unchristian though it may be for an ideal society . Man has certain 
inalienable rights, including life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness 
and these rights arc safe only when nations and peoples can defend them-
selves against . the forces which would violate them. Even Jesus recognized 
the necessity for the use of force as a last resort,* and did not hesitate 
to condemn those who failed to respond to his sacrificial love. It is 
inconsistent with his uncompromising attitude toward evil to say that he 
would not sanction the final employment of force or military methods to 
prevent the triumph of an unrighteous cause. \fJar is a violation of Jesus 1 
conception of the ideal Kingdom of God on earth, but in the present stage 
of the development of civilization it may sometimes be necessary and 
Christian. 
Such is apparently the answer which the men themselves would give to 
a seemi ng e:ontradiction. It is our sacred duty, however, to work con-
stantly toward the realization of the ideals of world brotherhood and in-
ternational fellowshi p, in order to hasten the coming of the ideal worl d. 
Progress is the law of life. Just as the conscience of man was gradually 
• See Arguments of Drs . Gordon and Hough , pp .47-50,70-73, and contrast 
with those of Drs . Holmes , Fosdick , Eddy , and Mr . Page, pp. 61-62; 31-33, 
38-39 ; 25 -27; 122-123 . 
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aroused to the point where it could banish the evils of duelling and 
slavery , so are we approaching the time when war may be finally ab-
olished. 
6. Constructive Measures Advocated 
This brings us to another matter of vital importance . Just 
what methods are advocated by these Christian leaders for the final 
abolition of war! In the light of existing conditions , what con-
structive measures do they recommend? The ma j ority recognize the 
necessity for the estabishment and perfection of such international 
machinery as the League of Nations and the World Court. Most are in 
favor of outlawing war and making it a crime among nations . The greater 
number advocates proportionate disarmament by mutual agreement, while 
the absolute pacifists hold that total disarmament by one nation would 
be an incentive for others to follow. The principle of arbitration• 
of disputes is strongly approved by all . While there is some variation 
of opinion as to which of these methods. should receive the emphasis, of 
one thing these men are thoroughly and unanimously convinced . A lasting 
worl d peace can never be assured through the adoption of external 
measures alone . The primary essential for the abolition of war is the 
creation of · what Dr . Fosdick describes as 11 the international mind l'.nd 
heart 11 • The same thought is expressed in Bishop McConnell ' s "humanized 
international sentiment" and Dr . Newton ' s 11 articulate public opinion". 
Peace is fundamentally a state of mind . The most skilfully organiz ed 
system of international l egislation , . adininistration , and justice is 
doomed to failure unless it is supported by mutual good will . The 
internationalism of organi zation must be founded upon an international-
ism of co-relation . "The United ntate·s of the Worl d" , says Dr . Je ffers on, 
"This is the solution of the war problem . 11 
• 
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7 . The Function~ of Chri"stiani ty. 
Whence will proceed this new world conference! How can there be 
inculcated in the nations of the world a desire for cooperation , brother-
hood , and unity? What power is great enough t o overcome the forces of 
selfish ambition and economic greed that now dominate the minds of nations! 
Here ~gain there i s wide agreement . These ten American Christians reply 
almost unanimously--- onl y the application of the spirit of Jesus will 
create .the international heart • . There must be a "spiritual rebirth", 
based on the great principle that "love never faileth" . Christianity 
can change men ' s hearts, if it will . But it must be a Christianity freed 
from the binding influences of sectarianism; it must be a Christia.ni ty 
which is itself shot through with the spirit of its Founder . As Bishop. 
McConnell has pointed out , "the most important thing for the world is 
for the Christian Church to keep the Christian ideal unflinchingly be-
fore the mind of mankind . " In order to do this , she must first 11 cleanse 
herself of all the elements which in herself contradict the ideal which 
she proclaims . " Dr. Nevrton echoes this sentiment when he says, "As for 
the Church , if it cannot keep peace within its own fellowship , it can 
do little in behalf of the peace of mankind . 11 
While the greater number of these men are unwilling to stand with 
Mr . Page in saying that the Christian Church should utterly repudiate the 
whole :.-:ar system, the majority are convinced that the abolition of war is 
a sacred obligation resting upon the Christian religion . They see in 
Christianity a practical religion- - - a living influence which if brought 
to bear on the leaders of the various nations and the people behind those 
leaders , r~ill do more than anything else to usher i n an era of world peace . 
The substitution of the ideal of friendship and good will for that of dis-
t r ust and militarism is the work of education, but this education must be 
in terms of Christian social ideals . Nar row nationalism and chauvinistic 
patri oti sm mu st be replaced in our scho ol s by a program calculated to 
inculcate international respect and world friendship . The dynamic for 
such a change is to be found in Chris t ianity . I f the people of t he 
various nations can be shown that all are chi l dren of a common Father , 
and therefore brothers , the resort to war will become le~s and ' less 
frequent . To quote again f rom Dr . Gordon , "Nothing ••• • can r..vel~t war 
and reconcil e man to man. . . • but the endecvor to think as Jesus 
thought , to l ove as He loved , and to serve as He served. 11 
On t he whole , the attitude of the greater number of these American 
Christian l eaders might be termed one of construc tive pacifism. They 
reco gni ze the great evil in w&r , and are r esolutely determined to do all 
in their power in a constructive way to hasten its final abolition . Their 
position might be expressed , a.s Dr . Cadman expresses his , in the words , 
"I am not a pacifist , but I admit that those wh o are have the reversion 
of the future . 11 Unwilling to admit that thorough-going pacifism is 
practicabl e for the present , the greater number believe that war must and 
will be gr adually overcome . At the same time , there are some who are com-
pletely convi nced t hat the best way to abolish war is to repudiate at once 
the entire war system . If either attitude represents that of thinking 
Christ i ans throughout the world , can we not say , with Prof . Call, that 
11 War is in the process of ultimate extinction"! 
1 
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